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+ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On July 8, 9 and 10, 1981 the National Institute of Education (NIE)
sponsored a “hearing" on minimum competency testing (MCT).t This hearing !
represented 10 months of study and interviewing §y two teams=-one -

i

assigned to argue for MCT and one to argue against MCT.' The hearing
‘which was to clarify issués related to MCT was labeled the MCT
.Clarification Process and was modeled after adversarial and judicial
evaluation approaches. ' The NIE was interested in the approach us a
viable alternative to mcre traditional studies largely as a result of the
potentia1 to involve constituencies and to provide information to state

or local agencies‘without'a federal agency representing a particular |

position. on Mdl. 'The NIE was also interested in evaluating ;he

‘effectiveness of this approach and commissioned this evaluation.' ‘ ';
._ The Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory was responsible for the

overall evaluation which was divided into two phases. Phase I wa§ a

| v )
process evaluation and Phase II was an outcome and overall eval tion of

the Clarification Process. The Phase ‘II: Final Evaluation Report

-

b,

incorpgorates findings from Phases I and II. It is an intent that these
‘findings will be helpful to others unuertaking similar efforts.
The primary audience for this report is the NIE since they were the

’

sponsor and called for the evaluation. We see them as interested in an

external view of how the process proceeded and how the products were \
received. A primary use for this evaluation is an aid to deciding ///{
o )

whether _future act ivities like this will be beneficial in other areas. N

.

It will also point out aspects which might be useful in other

e , RN
applications and weaknesses that can be anticipated. ' A

o
=




Secondary audiences include those agencies, public and private, who
might be considering alternative evaluation tools. These include states
and local school districts and professional evaluators interested in
ﬂalternative;techniques which might meet evaluation needs better tha'i ’
other more rrequently used approaches.’ |

This dvaluation includes the process of developing pro.and coa cases
and the outcomes which consist of the hearing: videotapes and written
mate;ials. Observations at case development meetings, reviews of case
ddevelcpment'documentation and interviews with Clarification Process
participants were data sources for tne process JValuation.l Hearing data
sources were Q questionnaire administered at the end of the hearing,
observations of the hearing and interviews witn individuals attending the
hearing. The videotapes and written materials were evaluated through
- questionnaires and open—-ended discussionsvin gtate meetings with state |
level and local district staff. The states were California,;florida,
Illinois, Montana,‘Texas and Wisconsin.

The remainder of this summary'highlights findings from the evaluation.

’

.Process Findings

) A project such as the Clarification Process should involve an
‘ . ."advisory or constituency group in‘designing the study, i
« recommending participants'and suggesting;issues as was done. in
\' this cases. - : |
\ K vTea'm co‘m;positions affect’ the"roles.:"lteam"‘_'utembers play, ease of
communication andiresources needed;
e It is likely that slightly aifferent cases will be developed for

., pro and con sides of issues.

/
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~ | e  Framing and nelmoting of iasues need to be more efficient and |
less ting consuming with increased time given to the oaeo
| o ofzslopment. The work oone in the Clarification Process and
| pepers provided by the team leaders will facilitate issue - b
gsalection in future applicatibne-
o,‘ ‘Tension in the Clarification Process case development inoreased .

when the hearing“neared. Teame':poaition statements, plans for
direct examination and oross—examinetion should be dolivereo on
time to reduce tensionuand improve rehpbnsiveness.of casgses to
each other. It is also:recoﬁmended.tﬁat tension be anticipated
to minimize negative effeots on the participants or process.

e . It is recommended t t definitions and stipulated agreemente be |
. 1

'reviewed in’ greater d tails. If it 1s not possible to” introduce\
M 'l. . stipulated agreements through direct or crogs—examination, it is '
important to review he reasons the teams agreed to the stipulated

agreements.

. .
v

e A shortened hearing of one or two days with early invitations to
attend the hearing will facilitate greater interest and
partioipation- Additionally, regional hearings could be

' sponsored if audience participation is important. .

13 . \

) "In future applications, it would be desirable to have a training

package consisting of a one- or’ two—hour edited videotape,

written'materials and trainer's guide, and more resources for a
dissemination plan which included providing technical -

' assistance-type sessions foE‘intended audiences.

-
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Outcome Findings

e, It appoars tha Clarification Process is beat deascribed as having
synthesized information which is help!ul'iﬁ understanding and
‘dincunsinq MCT. | : '

° infofmAtién from the Clarification Process was rated more useful

for general information or aiscussion than for program ' '

implementation or revision decisions. Thé User's Guide was more

useful than the videotapes for the latter. General interest in

. using tha information was expressad.

e Audiences felt that a varilety of viewpoints was presented during
the‘hearings, and|that a fair debate of the issues was
provided. The pro team's case was'rgted slightly stronger'than
the con team's in c¢larity ogkpresentation; Audiences algo'felt

tha# comp:ehensive aseé were provided by the pfo and con teams,

.

/
‘wi?h the pro team's case viewed as more comprehensive. : e

. The use of individual testimony in presenting MCT issues was

\

rated a strength oﬂ\tﬁe Clarification Process. It might be

A possiﬁle to incorporat¥ these features in other studies of

evaluations.

\

° Ind%vidualq indicated th&t,bﬂiingual education, school £inance,
\

tax tuition credits, curriculum issues, special education and

mainstreaming, and competeﬁcy based educatiln are other issues
& i ‘q . .

which might be addressed by the Clarification Process.

Conclusions
It appearé that the Clarification ﬁrocess is a viable appfoach'for
atudying major edpcétion or policy issues.‘ The information préd;ced.from
5 this application'appears to be.most usefu1‘for Bumm;tivehbr generél

 infO;mation purposes.

[y




o
It is recommended that future studies or efforts attampt to begin
' | addrassing tho extant to whi?h the adversarial nature of the
Clarification Pxocess, rather than individuala' testimony and videotape '
prasentations, contributa& to the positive evaluations of the
Clarification Procesa. It was not clear in this avaluation that the
positive outcomas were dependent upon the adﬁer-ariul asgpect o! the

d

c1ar1£10ation Proceass or were more a tunction of the videotapol and.
’

individuala testimony. Studies in this area could cnhanco ovnluatioﬁ
u?ilization and impact. , |
" Finally, it is poaaible that reduced days for a hearing, uhort;r
estad tapea, fewer witnesses preaenting more 1n-depth tentimony and mor /
dipect diaaemination to a narrower audience will result in a less costl

effort with aimilar or greater impact. ,) ' /
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CHAPTER I - ; ~

{: T ; . :INTanucriou . o < L
: Background and Purpose for Clarification Project“”“fr*—‘”fgff‘i"’
d-, ~ The National Institute of Education (NIE) sponsored a proJect '(/
: . : . ‘. . =
'; // | designed to clarify issues related tq Minimum Competency Testing (MCT).."‘
/ The MCT clarification Process was adapted from adversary evaluation .:

.

/ . methodolegras, in particular the judicial evaluation model. A brief
4 :' . _v_/
- background tﬁ the Clarification Process, its purposes and objectives as

'outlined by NIE are given below. - - \y

i
i

The NIE initiated a study in 1978 of MCT programs. Tﬁe'éirst partiof

fthe study was:'o collect descriptive information on the MCT programs )
. across. the coun\ﬁ' resulting “in program descriptions and typologies of f

“program characteristiCs.l The documents which were produced provided

@ & ,v,,

retention. whether remedial programs were mandated. and areas in which

,tests were administered (Gorth, 1980). Although these data were - valuable

’».gresources in characterizing MCT programs, it was not the intention of

"Phase I to evaluate or study maJor issues related to MCT programs and
. \ :
' their policy or programmatic implications. It was too early in the MCT

programs to undertake“an evaluation of their effects.‘ Phase:II was

initially intended to be .three-year evaluation. NIE determined that . an '

. e s v ‘ B
ievaluation of M?T'as a good or\bad\phenomeﬂon was not.responsive to'the L
current information needs'or*a most aégffpriate'role'for a federal

N s

. agencyu An appropriate role was to address the\magor\con:erns about McT ~
programs.. These included (a) to identify the maJor issue lated to MCT

«
[ . . ~




;“" S‘l 'brograms, andrzhivto\provide informationpwhich high# begﬁsefu; to v B i‘
iwl._;.: 3 indiviéualskconcernedlwin MCT program issues. L/, { | hfi_ . -‘ : | “J;p\
The SEE (Herndon, 1980) identified three concerns which guided the o

planning of the Clarification ProcesS. - Jl.

- ) 1. In spite of the rapid and continuing growth of Minimum
S o Competency Testing, the quality of information available to . /
decision makers is limited and tends to be‘ciouded by the_f ) -3/-

) c?mplexity-of the issues, complicated by different and competing -
. : . | ,

"”interests. \
.Yf, . : 2 In‘order to clarify theseaissues,,it is essential‘that the-.

framework for the study recognise the social and political .

-, PR

'context of MCT and provide a structured forum’ for the

A \presentation and examination of different perspectives on the R4
issues._ A ’ '

- oL ) P ; LR
3. In order‘for the results of the studies to be meaningful and"’

. o valid, it is essential that both the decision making audience
R o : - -
~ . and other vested interest groups\have an integral role in its

\ "

design,,implementation and drssemination.

A traditional’evaluation approach.was-not viewed as directly ‘
’ addreSsing these;concerns. The Judicial Evaluation methods'described by

\. o
Wolf (1929) offered many strengths compared to the traditional evaluation ' J

o -
L

'-’process. Specific advantages c ted by Herndon (1980) ‘were that the

o Judicial process-
% L ‘ . . w? ’ . . v’ "
o " (a) prov1des a public forum $#Or\the examination of these issues from

different perspectives.
| (b) allows for public participation in the process through the

presentation of testimony.“




i
!
. : N . Lo T i

(¢) permits introduction of a wide range of evidence (documentary

1

evidence, human testimony, quantitative data), the clarificationi<i;'”f
.of whic% 'can occur immediately through cross examination, \
rebuttal testimony and. the like; S "g ; - ;y C_ SRl

(a) provides a forum for including the perceptions, qpinions and B
Judgments of those- affected by policy and program decisions_, H .
through the use of human testimony. Often the more subjective .
forms of evidence qan help put facts into proper perspective.

Testimony can then be examined within the context of facts and 0

situations. Ll ‘ o y.% o ."; T

Thus, a. variation of the Judicial process was adqpted to examine and /

/_,,4“" [ P

clarify the issues related to Minimum Competency Testing.. ‘One of the\

major variations to the traditional judicial/evaluation approach was the o

decision not to have a jury ‘or judge render a decision. Instead, the

_— .‘_ ‘,./,-»

process was intended to provide information to others who could serve

\

|
that role in their own policy or program del erations.

'

Ser

Several products were initially intended '_ult from the

~

. Clarification Process (Herndon, 1980). These included (a) a videotape off

the entire hearing, (b) a four-hour edited videotape of the hearing, and

) a one-hour summary videotape narrated by a professional commentator.

(c

Additionally, written materials were intended to provide documentation

and overviews of information presented at the hearing.f Subsequently, the’
/

products from the hearing and Clarification Process in general were
oarts pes, oA
“}‘revised to include- (a)-three one-hour edited videotapes, edch tape

/
./ r

2

S representing one day of the hearing, (b) a one-hour documentary v;deotape

providing an overview of Minimum Competency Testing and the Clarification

j .
A ‘Hearing, and (c) a user' s guide to accompany the tapes. Additional




-~ T

~ D
materials which are available for use from the Clarification Process are

.\\ \

the complete videotapes of the hearing and transcripts of the . hearing. 3 e

These materials are directly available from the NIE.i xy

—— .,
—

Finally, the actual hearings were viewed to he a product of the

Clarification Process. Although the edited tapes were intended as the

—

PR

primary outcomes, it was felt that the actual hearing was a potential
-,-source of information for the Clarification Process audiences. :

The materials and information frcm the Qlarification Process were :

y

, targeted-for a_broad'audience. Herndon (1980) indicatedkthat the,project
T - *k., i L K ) S '

WaSees
‘to provide decision makers and other interested N
-audiences a cldar understanding of the dynamics of MCT, and © )
to provide a vehicle for the involvement of" parents,,v - I
.. teachers, students, citizen groups, administrators, ‘school . o
: ™ board members, legislators and other interested parties in T
v .a process that - "help inform policy at the state and '-\\T“\\\\
: .. local level.

 Shoenaker (1980) more Specifically identified ‘the. major audiences td L

be (a) state and local policy makers such as school board members&

~ l

1egis1ators and school administrators. (b) teachers and administrators

who must implement MCT; (c) students who must pass MCTs; (d) parents‘

’whose children must pass MCTs, (e) taxpayers, the general public and

~

‘other ccmmunities who are interested in the achievement of. students.n

i

(f) researchers who are interested in educational policy, test ng issues
. \ 13 . o . . \ \\
and design, and. curriculum, (g) professional organizations re resenting
i ; N
“ N
“the interest\of teacherskand;students. It was noted that théxfederal

v - . .\\

" government was not a major audience,for the study. ) o ' - CT

. A .
- N N \ - g .
’ . . . - - . .
. .
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~

The above comments are. intended to providq a brief background and : HZQ,

Y

., overview of. the Clarification Process which led to a, three day hearing in S j;'
:-which three major issues were to be clarified- ,\." - ;'; _ »v v.' _f : ﬂ;?i‘

. k4

Al 1. Will MCT programs that use test results for student o _;_, hfk

certification and/or classification have beneficial or harmful

[ . ) .

|
|

effects on students?

ﬁ_ﬁ;. ”Will MCT programs that use test results for student' a \\
_ ﬁcertification and/or classification have beneficial or harmful‘ .”i
,_:QQ fg "dgiq;"i\influences on curriculum and teaching? 2 i |
. - o 3i\)'will MCT programs that use test: results/for student
tl S o certification and/or classification have positive or negative

N

effects on public perceptions of educational quality? 1 . ;,
. Thus, the hearing and related videotapes and materials were inteuded

to clarify concerns related to these issues for the audiences described :
|

LU . i

N . . . . .
This report is the second phase.of the MCT Clarification Process

evaluation. This report summarizes the findings from the Phase I Process

Evaluation and findings from the outcomes evaluation. Comments and

ERRKI .

recommendations for future applications are made based on findings from-
the evaluations., A more ccmplete description and evaluation of the
Clarification Process is contained in the Phase I report hy.Bourexis

. (1l981) . .

‘ Evaluation Questions = . . o o A ’-;f;

e
: -

:The_Clarification'Process represented a'variation from the o ‘d .
traditional approaches_taken.for'federal 7ciicy or evaluation studies. . A

Thus, the'NIE;was interested in assessing the effectiveness of the.




. D) -
. - ) . ' - . ' . ' -
'i». Clarification Process., Shoemakerw(lQBO).outlined the major ‘objectives

(
&

for the Clarification Process'
. (a) engage those affected by 'MCT - and thize who make
. ‘ " derzisions about MCT ‘in-a public forum to ‘exainine issues
’ related to MCT: engage them in the 'esign and study.
provide them an qpportunity which they may not. have had
before to expres® their views/opinions and experiencesz -
(b) contribute to the information base on: MCT:by - organizing
- information around 3-4 distinct issues (or topics) and by
~making opposing sides address the same issues and g
' subissves; and (“) .contribute to the information base on’
CN MCT by obtaining impact information not now readily
s \\\\ -available and by identi fying ‘both alternatives to MCT as
~ well as exemplary MCT programs. - C c

Given those objectives for the Clarificatioﬂ Process, Shoemaker

\(1980)“130 provided an initial ]ist of evaluation questions organized g

;round three phases.- monitoring pre-hearing activities, monitoring
post-hearing activities and determining the effectiveness of the project

SN for the NIE.' Pre—heari estions basically centered arouﬂd the

processes ‘used in develqpin the cases’ which led to the hearing and :

£ o
[y

-hearing questions centered on assessing "

. whether the information produced from the hearing was useful, whetherf ' .

subsequent materials. Pc.

materials reached the - right audiences and “how the materials were being

used.' The effectiveness questions related to. what improvements might be
&:7

made in the process. E

Five questions were agreed upon hy the NIE and NWREL/as the focus for

this evaluation- ' : . o f"ﬁvfl
1. How appropriate were the format and structure of the .

o

Clarification Process. in presenting MCT issues, i.e., in what

I3

e Do ways did the Clarification Process. help or hinder the presenting
of MCT issues? - . , o
2. Dpid the information presented represent a fair diversity of

: viewpoints on each issue that was seen as clarifying and -

illuminating?




/.‘ o - gl’ o S
‘-'i3= o .//3. pid the information presented add to +he, current understanding

. / ;
S : s ’ .- . - .
e _ and knowledge of Minimum Competency Testing?

-

//hi S 4 .’Did the audiences perceive the information to be useful in terms
of pending policy or program decisions? r k S o ’ o

o

5. - What is the viability of this. approach for other NIE efforts?

This docume t reports information related to these evaluation |
'questions.' The audience. for the report is intended to be the NIE and
| others who might be interested in adopting or adapting this or similar

.~approaches for future studies or education or policy issues. A secondary
: audience is those interested in the substance of the MCT issues \ _

.
/

deliberated in the clarification Process.

!

Evaluétion Criteria,.

/ S R CLo
S‘discussion of the criteria ofxthe framework used to address the
e . ,,‘/\ v

:;f-f ' . evaluation questions listed above will be helpful in reading or'

®»

'

»

o interpreting theéresults of this evaluation._ Specifically, the questions
o

- hbove basically cus on the utility of the Clarification Prccess as an- -,

approach for stédying MCT\issues. The framework by which one judges the

/

utility of an evaluation or study can substantially influence the degree .
. B

to which it is Judged to. be useful or.: not. One concept which might be

proposed is that there needs to be direct observable evidence that l.“

\, 1/ ;: »

policy decisions. This»view might be ch'racterized as‘reflecting a - -

‘\

rational or: systematic approach to decisi n. making. This approach risks

an insensitivity to the reality of decision making in which Lvaluati‘

A -\\ -

P study results will be only oneééf several forms of input.

e

“Obvious ot“er.;
key factors include political concerns, logistical\constraints and'”

’. s
¢ ) . 3 : : : . ~ B




interpersonal variables.

Patton (1878) in describing the results«of
studies assessing the utility of federal program evaluation stated-

g

None of the impact described is. of the type where new
findings ‘from an evaluation led. diroctiy and immediately to
“the making of major, concrete pregram decisions.

More
typical impact.is one where that evaluation. rindings S
provided additional pieces of Ainformation in a difficult A
puzzle of ‘program action, permitting same’ reduction in the
uncertalinty within which any federal oeciqion makexr
inevitably qperates.

The orientafion used in this evaluviation of *he MCT Clarification Process
/
- is- similar to that described aheve by Patton (1978) and is consistent

with the perception of Al.in et ale (1
often has "increme*“'

979), who offer that~evaluation
nueal” :a*he

S
Lhmn ”uajor” influences in decisions.

SPecifically the criteiicn used in judging the utility and information

value of the clarificatiou Process was the degree to which it appeared to
facilitate, influence or modify the perceptions or ideas of ‘the intended

“.\, .[ .users.' It might be‘hﬂioful to outline explicitly a criterion that was K
\\ , ‘." not applied.

A restrictive criterion that was discarded in judging the

s

effectiveness of the Clarification Process information was the necessity

of evidence demonstrating that the information from the Clarificatipn

’

Process was, directly applied in making decisions about MCT. 1If evidence
were available that the infommation was useful in discussing or

deliberating MCT issues or in making decisions, ‘then the Clarification

Process would be judged by us to have an impact and utility.

\

The above statements are not intended to diminish the importance for

-the Clarififation Process to provide valid reliable objective data.
. I

These certainly were issues of concern but were not ju ged’ to be the

paramount criteria for evaluating the Clarification Process.

, \

Stufflebeam
(1974) outlines criteria which Wolf (1979) suggested might be useful for

. A
.

evaluating adversarial approaches such as the clarification Process.

L
! ' CoL, ! v
- \ .
| . . - FE . .
Coa o . . .




'These are divided into four technical criteria: internal validity,

'external validity, reliability and ?bjectivity and five utility

/ . L
criteria' relevance, importance, scope, credibility and timeliness. ' \
Although these criteria were not explicitly used to evaluate the o \

Clarification Process, they were useful in formulating questions and

o

'identifying concerns to be ad?ressed.

A hypothetical example might assist to clarify the position used in

conducting this evaluation; It is possible that the audiences would‘find

. / o
_the information from the Clarification Process to be highly subjective

¢ .~

and/not generalizable beyond the specific sites discussed ‘in"the

testimony or documentation. *If the" issues of objectivity and validity

v'were of paramount importance, then th; clarification Process would have

to be evaluated as~weak due. to the subjectivity and limited

generalizability, i.e., external validity. Iif, however,_the f: o . 3
'Cluxification Process information assisfed audiences to identify MCT f'¢‘
Vissues of concern, or to broaden their perspective through the differing -
viewponts, the Clarification Procesu might be judged to be an effective

means for/facilitating decision making and providing information.‘ This f:
positive judgment would be Justifiable in our qpinion, even though the

’ /
.criteria of objectivity and’ validity as defined by Stufflebeam (1974)

/

'"were not fully met.

port Organization ) - -~

. The methodology and approach used in addressing the evaluation

questions_are contained in’ chapter II. Chapter III contains a summary ‘of
» - . ’ ! : i + - e

the findings of the Phase I Process Evaluation‘which.was a'primary

vehicle for addressing evaluation Question_l,'i.e.,'hovfappropriate_yere

the format and structure of the Clarifioation Process in presenting




. Minimum Competency Testing issues? chapter Iv provides a summary of
reactiohs to. the Cla.rification Process by audiences: at the hearing and inm
six states ‘where the videotapes and written materials were reviewed. '
Chapter \'4 provides recommendations and conclusions based upon findings ‘
from the process and outcomes evaluaticn. L ., .
i /,
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“with the NIE- staff, the

. , {
Hearings i '

! _ | CHAPTER II.
METHODOLOGY

Process Evaluation of Case Develcgment

The primary approach used in monitoring the case development for the

Clarification Process was attendance at case development meetings. Pat-

‘Bourexis and/or Gary Estes of the evaluation team ‘attended each of seven

meetings, beginning with a training session in Washington, D.c. in

October, 1980 and concluding with the pre-hearing conference in June,

-

'1981. ‘'Dean Nafziger from NWREL also attended a planning meeting in

=

_August 1980.’ Brief summaries of. meeting observations were provided to

the NIE project officer for the NWRBL evaluation contract. Plans

"_developed by : the NIE in its position paper (Herndon 1980) ‘and interim

’”.memoranda or documents also were data sources for the process ’ : '

evaluation. The NWREL NIE project officer coordinated.withyEnid Herndon,

the MCT Clarification Process project officer, to assess consistency of
interpretations. . : : .

The evaluation team conducted interviews with the NIE staff, team

leaders and members and H. Paul Kelley who represented the hearing -

-

officer at the case. development meetings. The initial interviews were

conducted'during January-February 1981. pSubsequent interviews'were held

( ’

Team Leaders and Hearing 0fficers, i.e., Barbara,/

Jordan and He Paul Kbllly, following the July hearing. """""" Am«~WWMmeW7/

Finally, summaries of the case development meetings, background

_documentation and papers on the Clarification Process were reviewed. -

i I
1
v’

" Three primary data sources were used for obtaining information on the

hearing conducted in Washington, D.C. July-8-lq, 1981. lFirst, the

LY - ' . Y



A

. questionnaire in.Appendix A was distributed and'plxtlcipant>responses
collected during the third day of the hearing. Initial plans in/the
] /e
.NWREL evaluation design were to collect responses following each hearing
ix day."However,'the NIE suggested and NWREL agreed to limit‘data |
A ' jcollection at the hearing to the third day. The-primary.concern for
| _ reducing the data,collection from each day to the third.day was not to
'overlv burden observers at’the hearirg. ‘
R Three or four suall 'group interviews of five to six individuals
attending the hearing were conducted following each day of the hearing.
'Reactions to the effectiveness of the heiring and information gained at

the hearing were discussed. Participants were encouraged to provide

reactions‘to the process used to clarify.the MCT issues. The interviews

.

~

were unstructured and lasted for approximately 30 minutes.

°

Finally,.the evaluation teamsi_observations based on.the three ]
hearing days were an additional source of data. rhe,evaluation team
attempted not‘only to obsexrve the hearing process; but also notedfthe
number of people attending the hearing and other audience"reactions;
e.g., the degree to which participants stayed for the entire day, or came
and went during the day, oxr the. extent to which some staff preferred to

. observe the hearing on the TV monitors located'in conference rooms

outside-the main hall.

State Data Collection

mwuwwuwmmgiuwMN,TheWNﬁgELeevaluation~designfincluded’plans to collect dataffrom

video-tape audiences within/states.. Data were collected in.the following
s ' ) S
states (datés are those for the data collection meetings). A brief

: description of MCT within the state is' included.

| . ; -J: '“//" i
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o California (October 28 and 30, 1981): Locally developed tests .

are used for high school graduation in résponse to a legislative
_ \ . .

»

o: Florida (Novenber 2, ldel): A state-wide MCT is used for'high
- ;school‘graduation based on a state\mandate. Graduation
sanctions were postponed due to litigation.
o E Illinois (November 6, 1981): Districts can develop or use MCTs
as part*of their assessments. There is no state mandate for MCT
at this time, i.e., tests are not required as part.of the

assessment legislation. Many districts in Illinois have MCTs

1 |\ -

and some use them for graduation. : ) \:

™,

o Montana (November 6,‘1981)- MCT is under consideration.

g . N
.

Competency based education programs is an issue in Montana and

, | deliberations 8 to the value of MCTs are underway._ \ o

, O Texas (Novembe 4, 1981)- Similar to Illinois, Texas districts
may use MCT tests for graduation or promotion, although the
State Department of Education does not encourage districts to
!
use MCTs for graduation decisions. '

o Wisconsin (November 4, 1981):- Legislation is pending within

Wisconsin on MCT./ A bill initially scheduled for hearing during

the fall seLsion is likely ‘to be acted upon ‘in the February,
- " 1982 session.
,' The above states were selected based upon reviews by Gorth (1989) and’
Pipho (1980) and through interactions with.the‘NlE‘and the Clarification
Process team leaders. An attempt was mqge to obtain variety in

geographical representation, types of MCT programs and stage of MCT




\

implementation across states. Stages of MCT implementation was important - -
since the MCT concerns will likely vary as a, function of whether there is

a state test, loca; tests and options, or whether MCT is still under
consideration. Additional states that were contactedthut declined to
participate were Georgia, Kansas, Maryland, hississippi,;New York and
Virginia.. All states except Maryland declined participation on the basis
that the videotapes ‘and materials from the Clarification Process would
\\‘\\not be timely for the state.” Maryland ‘was interested in participating,

but it was not possible to coordinate Maryland's schedule with NWREL'

-

data ‘collection schedule.'
Each state was informed that a onefday sessionbwas planned in which

-

:é “the videotapes.and written‘méierials_from the Clarification Process would

he reviewed. .Each,state was asked to. organize a group of approximately

. 20 which would«ét:iude representatives from ihe state education agency,

L

i.e.,fthe chief state school officer or represen*ative and other state

»
~

department staff, and LEA representatives including administrators,

teachers and school board members. Additionally, it was requested that

legislative representatives an?/representatives from special interest : //
_ -groups also be invited. Appendix B is a copy of the letter sent to each »

state contact person and includes the agenda ‘for the one-day meeting and

<

the type of‘participants desired)at the meeting.

1

A questionnaire was develqped and administered during the state data

. collections. Finally, as indicated in the agenda in'Appendix B, brief
L

discussion sessions of approximately one-half hour were held in the state

.

,sessions’following each of the one~hour videotapes. These discussions

were tape recorded and transcribed for analysis.

14




» SPecial Intérest Groupisession T R

¢

. A session like those held within the states was ' held in Washington,

D.C. for_representatives of special interest groups or national ' _ K

organizations. on October 23,. 1981. .The results in Table 1 reveal that of \¥

o
.A’the sample of 19 groups contacted, 17 agreed to participate and eight LN

Py

actually attended ‘the meeting on October 23. A national Title I

A B
'

conference on October 23 was expressed as the basis for the initial

' ]

decline by the two groupss Last-minute schedule conflicts, other
- priorities and.even rainy weather were cited as reasdns for nonattendance

by the others.

, .
-~ //.
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Table 1
' - National Organizations for MCT Data Collection Meeting
' : October 23, 1981 - o /

N - - b N R

' .
. . .
: . .
. ¢ . ~
. . . .

" . Organization . Initially Interested Attended-

- L American Association. of School -
D Administrators \ L . Yes " Yes

2. American Federation_of Teachers S ‘Yes . - 'Yes

3. Association for Children with L : )
Learning Disabilities = . : . .. Yes - No

4. Association.for Supervision in -

. Curriculum Development‘ i . Yes c v No
L 5. Children's'Defense Fund Loem— 2 Yes . . niEs
’ 6. Council for BasiclEducation‘ S o Yes - . Yes
_ 7. Council of Chief State, School Officers : ) ;es. _ Yes
‘ . “ o
& R 8. Council for Exceptional Children ; ' Yes N f l Yes
v ‘ 9. Council for Great City Schools - Yes' o No
lOf LULAC National Education Service Centers ._ygs” « / " No
1l. National Advisory Councilmon“;dncation;fwwm”;m”muﬁwwwnq o iwt
. - of Disadvantaged Children » ) No ‘ ) No'
| l2,_National Alliance of Black Educators | " Yes - ° E No
l3. National Association for the Advancement - .
- of Colored People _ " : . Yes C Yes
o ;147_National Association of Secondary o | .“ 4
) ‘j . -SChool Principgls L - _ res‘* ‘ o No
- lS.-National.Association§of State Boards _ -
.~ of Education _ . , ‘ Yes - o No
16. National Coalition of Title I Parents | 41N° - - Neo .
17, National Conference of State Legislators‘ © Yes ;“f ' ' No
— _18: National Education Association Yes . - N
19. National School Boards Association - ~ 'Yes - ',fl ;-Yési

/S  TOTAL Yes 17‘./‘ R -3




' _participants at the Evaluation;ReSearch Society/Evaluation Network

Thus, eighﬁ.representatives ofhthe special interest groups met and,

o

provided input ‘on october'23.d School boards, administrators, teachers o
and special interest groups were represented, even though the sample was
smnller than planned. Four - of the participants on October 23 also

attended one or more days of the hearing and were able to provide

comments on their reactions to the videotapes in relation_to_the

informat on presented at the hearing. : - | .

ERS/ENET. Meeting P T

The first day's edited~videotape was shown to a\grgyé of 18

\

meetings held in Austin, Texas, October 143, 198l.  The group was

composed primarily of individuals directly involvud or concerned with
A

evaluations and represented multi-disciplinary backgrounds. Written and

tape-recorded reactions were obtained.

g

XS

nBS~-Data—~Collection : I _ e

The questionnaire contained in Appendix C. was developed for the

-

Southern Educational Canmunication Association (SECA)””“SECA distributed

the questiorinaire to approximately 125 directors of instructional

”.television and programming managers for PBS stations across the countxy.

The major purpose for collecting data from these sources was to estimate

" the extent to which PBS stations broadcast the Clarification Process

videotapes. Follow-up phone calls’ were made on December 2, 1981 to a.

random'sample of 28 PBS stations to assess the-representativeness of the

limited resppnse ‘to the written questionnaire from SECA. o

>

' NWREL evaluation plans initially were to obtain PBS viewer responses

from interactive 'systems such as’ the one at QUBE in Columbus, ohio.

Stations in Omaha, Nebraska and San Diego, California were contacted in

/
h j
[
/
{

BV - A



addition to the QUBE station; The interactive systems were not in a
sufficient number of'households within either Omaha or San Diego to
.warrant collecting data. - The QﬁBE station decided not to broadcast.the
Clarification Process series due to low interest'and adequate other -

-}

programming. T o . ' S
alxses ' C f' C ,p' | v
Data from the above sources were organized around the five evaluation

guestions. Table 2 relates the questions in the hearing and state data

: P
collection_instruments,to the five major evaluation questions,

%recuencies of response: means and standard deviations were
. _ , . : o
;calculated for the Likert:type items and.were'analyzed"across/and within
states. N ‘ ‘ .o .‘ ‘. .//

Open-ended responses obtained in the questionnaires and’interviews
were analyzed to assess areas in which there was cfnsensus or agreement _
anditorassess the<variability among_individuals~in_the4r—assessment of

the Clarification Process and its products. The objective was to obtain

general trends from open-ended questions and interviews and‘to look for‘T’:”‘:*
confirmation or discrepancies based upon ihe objectize;guantitative

responses. Individual responses were noted,_more frequent responses were

N,
\

tallied and reported as such with interesting or contrasting responses

cited to provide an indication of the range of opinion.'

LSRN

These. analyses can be found in Chapter IV.



| Table 2 o A ,
Evaluation Queetione Referenced to Queetionnaire Iteme

\

Y L | . o ' Btate/Bpecii
" Evaluation - . Questiomnaire o ~ Tterest Groy
. (uestions o L Iteh]Itens \ ©* Hedrlng " Sesslons -
Qimwmmmmmnm mMmudmmmmeMMMMMMMmmum' X R
- format and structure of the  presentation of the 1ssuase | - o , “r;i-}
| Clarification Process in : e L o o
presenting MCT 1ssues, 1ey, ,The Clarification Process’ use of direct and croee-exenineticn T Yy -
- An what ways did the ., enhanced the presentation of the ieeuee. | S - |
 Clarification Process help | o
or hinder the presenting %mmdMMthWMmeMwmmme ‘ X
of MCT issues? - presentation of issues, \‘ | B
, . ‘ ' \
'The Clarification Process uge of ‘Individuals’ teetimony\end personal B X

judgments enhanced the preeentation of the MCT ieeuee.

- The two teams presented a comprehensive case in support of their ¥ X
positions, | S

- . as pro team ‘ : : .

U b contean o | o

61

The uge of individuale' subjective judgmente enhanced the - | X
G presentation of dssues. | | R

P | Was thete any inportant infornation that was onitted fronthe . X
' ehowe by either the pro or con teams? - : | -

><

‘“were the most important HCT iesuee eddreseed in the hearinge? :
What othere, if any, might have been more inportent?

| / “ - | 'Do you- feel that there are more important MCT {ssues that vere not T SR
A o addregsed by the show? " o

. Overall, iwhat_ do you think are the etrengthe of the.hearvinqe (shows)? X " X

’ Overall, what do you think are the week‘r‘iessesof the‘héaringe,\-(ghowe")? i




. ) | o ‘l‘ ‘ | -“\'v." ' | ,‘\“ | -
R S mblel 'ty ) |
DU . L o S Stete/Bpeclal.
Eveluatlon , o , Queetlonneire. o . I Intdrest c;oup
Queetlone | i - | Item/Items L T Hearlng _Beesions -
A Dld the lnfometlon presented A varlety of vlewpolnte/ee presented durinq the heerlnge (ehewe). | X L
‘tepresent a falr diveralty T |
* of viewpolnts on each lssve  The heatings provided a falr debate oI! the 1eeuee. B S
that was seen ag clarifying - . o S
and lllumlnatlnq2 o Argumente were preeented clearly by: o S O R
| A, pro team o o L ]
_ by contean .\
Wag thete any informetion thet you feel wag ot ueeful 1n B - 2 ,J
clarlfylng the MCT {sBues? o | |
| ¢ t ' ' t
3. Did the informatlon preeented Hw would you rete your knowLedge of MC'P hefote’ the heerlnge (ehowe)? x X
add to the curcent under-: ~ it
standing and knowledge of " pid you galn any new knowledge fron the,heeringe (ehowe)? A
Mininun Conpetency Testing? ) I o
.;‘8 o ihat, i€ any, wae the most importent new knowledge you gained B TP
- - fron thig show and "how i1 you use lt? e R
Hag any 1n£ormatlon preeented which wae lnconeietent wlth what o U |
you know about W - .
In your opinlon what were the most pereueslve polnte made by: X X
a, pro tean \ , '
be—con™ tean T S, | | o
Whe vere the post effecelee witnesses for S § . ’3! )
) a, theproteamandwhy? - . | ‘ A
R b, the con teamand why? . . A AT
.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. ' L. ' " . .
i “ | N . . ! . - I . . .
" . ' . .
. l: KC - ‘ . D b i . .
. . . " ) ! ' , ' ' . .
. . . [ . . . 3
’ o . N T il e v e i+ L e T




Table 2 (con't.) | /

| | L L 8tate/8peeiai

Bealuation . * Questlonnaire f i” | . Interest Grouj
. Quegtions | Iten/Itens ! Hearing  Sessjons’
; : ' ‘ v ‘ f - '.__.
A DId the audiences percelve  How would you rate your oplnlon of Mlnimum cOmpeteno; Teating (HPT) X X
mmMMMmmmmlwmumnmmn ; o
in terns of pending policy | o
mmmMMﬂ  MMMMMWMMMMMMWMMMW S |
What MCT\lssues are you most concerned about? - o X
Do you think the information In these shovs will be useful - ko

~to you in relation to these issues? How?

Hould you be lnterested In ualng the three one=hour editqd tapes X ' ;
+mmmm?  ' L SR

Rate the use of {nformatlon from the hearings (shows) for: R SR
mhmMWMM“MMWmmMmmm; , |

- b aselsting with inplenenting an WCT program | |

Co lnforming the general public about MCT |

d, other, please specify

1z

~ ‘ . | |
Is the User 8 Gulde ugeful 28 a supplement to the Bhows? | X
. Comment(s): -

j I
! ! ' ‘

C ‘ o W
What do‘you ke about the User's Guide? - \ B |

| o ~ How would you rate the Uger's Guide for § X
a, formulating a pollcy about adopting an MCP program - |
. .b," agslsting with_the implementation.of..an-HCT- 00T DA S
mmmmummmummmmm M

Are there any changes that you would suggeat that would make | b
it more ugable? | | .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

JEKCY R . oy




P Table 2 (con't,) -

§

Btate/Special

Bvaluation | | Queatlonpalre . ‘ - - Interest Group
Questions Ttem/Itens ’ ‘, _Hearlng  Sesslops -
&MummMMMMMWHwMHMMmmmMMhmHmmmwnmmL, X
approach for other NIE evaluation reports?’ - |
efforta? - The shows are better than a written evaluation,
| ' The shows are about the same a8 a written evaluation,
‘The showa- are’ not as not a8 good a8 & written evaluution. 3
ﬂhat other educatlonal {snues do you think could be covered ' .
N effectively using the Clarification Procesg? |
| Any general coment about this show? | | “ X
{/’\‘ /
N
N
v/




CHAPTER III

PROCESS EVALUATION REBULYS

'rhlia chapter summarizes findings from the Phase I: Proceas Evaluation
Report (Bourexis, 198l). Complete process descriptions arid evaluations
with.recommendationa are contained Ln'tha Phase I Report. This
discussion is organized around major stagés in the Clarification
Procass. The stages aret

o Planning and Management Issues
o Case Developmenqﬂnctivitiea

» o The Hearing
o Editing and Dissemination ﬂ‘

For each area and subtopics within the area brief summary comments
are prbvided which give a*deacriptfon of the process and, where

[

appropriate, evaluative comments based upon findings from the Phase I

et gt 4 e e i s

Report are made. -

Planning andlMan;gement'
Audiences. The audiences for the Clarification Process. were

L3

identified by the NIE 1n-thé early plann;ng atagéa and were réViewed in. -
the background atalgments in Chaﬁéér I. The target audiences clearly are
diverse. NIE's major audience was the set of policy ér deciaion-makeral
within htate and education agencies. The clariticationuproceaa wag also
1nten&e to provide information\yhi&h might §e of iﬂtereat or dée E?

. others including the genéfal lay pubiic. The primary ;ﬁd;ence for the.
ultimate products of the Clarification Qrocesa waa_a'Qide rangingl
audience of local and state\staff. The audience at the' hearing was more
repreaentati;e of national organizations and federal agencies. It iau ’

o | - 5
23



. possible that the representetiven of national organizations cosld gervae .
as‘proxios to the direct, intonded audiences. The national organizations

could have invitad or arranged for actunl mambera; a@.gs., teecpers,

2

administrators or scﬂbol board members, to be in attendance rather than

relyinq on Cantral Office staff located in Washington D.Cs to attend the
\ ,

Hearin@s. An example is the 50 tickets each day which were allotted to

the Qchoo% Boards and Chief State School officers organizations. As'it

turned out, it appears that the national representatives ware Ablae to

’

assist with dissemination through newsletters and other communications or

’

efforts.

The intended audience(s) affected aeliberetions on factors such as

A
types of witnesses, testimony and arguments to be used in the

Clarification Process. It is likely‘that the general, wide audience
o
specified for the Clarification Process contributed to uncertainty and

conflictinq directions in terms of focusing‘theimaterials and |
information. This uncertainty would have ﬁeen‘minimized if cleerer
direction had been provided toward either a qeneral audience or a more
targeted audience of'MCT "decision-makers." Both groups would likely
desire relatively nontechnical and sound data. However, interests of the
general -public, policy makers and implementers will likely vary in
content or igsues and in the level of information desired on any

. particular issue.

Adwisory"group, An advisory panel representing various constituency

~

groups was orqanized hy the NIE in the initial planning stages. The
advisory group which represented state legislators, school board members,

t

state and local education staff, provided the NIE with reactions and

recommendatiqns for - the project. Its recommendations included procedural -

" o 24

En

/,



-
W

' aspects such as reducing the trial like nature of the project, types of ',.q_f

.,issues or areas to be covered in the project and persons who might be . ’ S

:'potential team’ leaders or project participants. The NIE stressed the o

I

input and participation of the advisory panel as ‘an important component :

. of the Clarification Process. *The advisory group 's- influence on the

S

process was minimal after the group was given an opportunity to react ‘to

-,

proposed issues formulated by the pro and con teams. Advisoryvgroup . g j/

. members were also invited to the hearing.

2
N

{3}1 st & Based ‘upon the modifications to\the Clarification. Process as a result
of the advisory group 8 participation and input, it is clear ‘that: it was
AN
.a significant factor in the Clarification Process. oIt also appears that

its involvement contributed to. broad knowledge of the project among

"

N

s

Wspecial interest groups or national organizations. This statement is

~based upon NWREL's telephone calls to set up interviews at the hearing.

—

"Most agencies contacted’were aware of the clarification Process Hearing.
7 l 4

It is 1mportant to involve significant constituencies ‘in the planning and

/ H
formulation stages in any Clarification Process or evaluation. f

Timelines.. The timeline»for the portion of the clarification Process

primaxr: considered in this evaluation is the period beginning in

October, 1980 with the training session for the’ teams through the
dissemination of the clarification Process materials as of October,

‘1981. The Clarification Process actually was begun around November, 1979

v

when considerations of the project and discussions with the advisory .j N

T T

group.were initiated.» Thus,.the time span from initial plans to

completion was approximately two years, the time lapse between initial

"~ -

' team formulations and hearings was approximately ten months.

25
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‘It appears that the time span for the Clarification Process was . B

- somewhat less than that for a typical major evaluation or study and was

‘?K imilar to the timelines/fér the Hawaii 3 on 2 adversarial evaluation

(Worthen and Rogers, 1977) and slightly longer than Wolf’s application of

: the Judicial Bvaluation Model at Indiana University (Wolf 1979). It is,_

“'possible that the amount of time needed to plan and develo the project,

i.e., November, 1979 to June-August, 1980 might be shorten in'future e :
applications as a result of information learned in this pr' ess;

However, no clear time advantage appears for the Clarification Process:

v

- approach over other studiesi Instead,~the comprehensiveness of the study' .
Voo ~ .along with.amountfof resources available will generally affect timelines .
‘and levelsAofieffort more than whether a Clarification Process or
o adversarial approach rather- than a traditional data collection and - ."
| analysis‘approach'is'used: ‘If a study is a national éffort which | Sl
involves an advisory group in tHe planning and conduct, it is likely to
5~\a}'“ require a longer timeline than a state or local study not requiring the,
same level of coordination and input. .

'Dissemination.» As outlined in the Introduction Section, it was

. always the .intent” to-produce videotapes from the Clarification Process

< \

for dissemination. Additionally, it was intended that written materials

would also be available. However, the specific agencies\or vehicles for
disseminating these materials were not formalized until after February,

A

1981.7 PBS broadcasts served as a primary dissemination vehicle for
\

making the videotapes from the hearings\available. The SouthernA

:,\ \

Education Communication Association (SECA) ‘was. primarily responsible for

—~—~fw~*w»¥mcompliments were made about the quality of the promotional mater

PEERY
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oL N e de s




““1 . ‘_ ST - S . : ;/W
The NIE sent information about the hearings to over 2 000 agencies

'during September-October, 1981. A more complete analysis and’ evaluation T R

" of the dissemination effOrtS will be available through an internal NIEjgiv

e

',report in which maJor newspapers will be clipped to analyze the number

1o,

,and nature of articles on th?,Clarification Process. Requests for
C materials will be decumented and additional‘information as available’will ' ;d i%
"be included.‘ It is probable that the dissemination plan will not.. | :
maximize the use of. materials by the greatest number of individuals.~.v
’ '_ ‘Although the potential market frcm the PBS brcadcasts is certainly quite
large, MCT is a relatively low priority and, will either result in |
»&lmarginal broadcasts or broadcasts at_ "of £ times,"!such as Sunday
_afternoons during NFL broadcasts.’ From our'contacts withfPBS stations,
it was clear that even though there was often personal interest among
station staff or management, the PBS programming interests and priorities
often did not. allow for air time for the MCT broadcast. Finally, it is
u*u possible that NIE's internal evaluation of dissemination efforts which
%are outside the scqpe of this evaluation will yield a more positive

picture. This statement is based on the fact that the NIE evaluation
“‘will include the numbers of individuals requesting tapes, an updated,
: ccmplete listing of PBS broadcasts and records of publicity on the

.Clarification Process.

. Clarification Process Roles and Team Selection f o ' :, -

Team selection. Key roles in the Clarification Process included the

Hearing Officér,- eam leaders and teams, the NIE and the contractor which
assisted with the lcgistics, i.e., meeting arrangements, transcription of .
.minutes, and handling other tasks as needed by the NIE._ The NIE - ' "' {{-

solicited reccmmendations from the advisory group for ncminations of.the i
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' Hearing Officer and team leaders. The advisory group roposed names

: using criteria establishedlby the NIE for these rol g8, and NIE co tacted

I

potential~participants.ﬂﬁThe resulting team lead

s, George Madaus and.—-——

ordan, are clearl

S

nationally recognized individuals. The key steps in this procesz were -

the identification of criteria for the ri les and the input provi ed frdnr

the advisory group. //(

/ : .
Issues arose in‘the planning stages related to maintaining quity

_-»between the“teams» Questions included how to deal ‘with offers

. assistance to teams from other’ agencies.- It was clear that thi' might ' Y

.result in inequitylamong resourcespavailable to teams. Eventually, it

was decided tO‘disallow7external.contributions in either‘fiscalmor other.

resources: unless offef:}were made-equallylto both teams..g | S | o
| The team leaders were given wide discretion in selecting t‘eir’

teams.' The composition of the two teams. differed on two' dimensionsJ_,
g R
First, the geographical proximity of the pro team members was‘much closer
. y, I B
" than the. con team members. _Pro_team members were . all located within

California,'and the con team members locations included Colorado,

Illinois, New Jersey and Massachusetts.- Second, the con team was staffed -
- l

il

with a greater number of "genior level" technical/methodological members

// than the_pro team." ’ : S o }' o 7

~ . R ! . Vo
v . » “ ». e : , " . . y g N

) // S . The geographical distance between members made: it more difficult for

// ) the con team to interact in their case develqpment. Also, it appeared

that the types of activities that individual team members participated in

‘ differed between the pro and con teams, either ‘as a function of\the team

leader's orientation/style or the constitution of the teams. , -
I ’ - S
Specifically, data collection, analyses and case_building appeared to be S




B 1
\

more evenly distributed'among con’ team members than pro team members,

,.

’ e.g., most of the interviewing by pro team members was done by two staff,kg4

’ .8 .
’whereas con team members shared interviewing responsibilities more '

— s B

'equally. S . ' '”;n".s o '7_-,'A i' I
; A B e L L e v
It is not possible ‘in this case. to separate the effects of team

’

" structures from the effects of arguing pro or con issues and their "i'*
. X i : L :

implications on the types of cases or presentations developed-f However;;
it is clear ‘that logistical constraints were greater for the con team

- than the pro team. The potential benefit for. this constraint was greater
3 . .
¢ * . |

representation within the team of differing groups and'higher level

technical expertise. It is equally clear that advancing a. pro or con ST }f.;

argument affects the type of- case which can be built, e«ges the coq‘team

."encountered greater difficulty in obtaining witnesses willing to testify

against their MET prog<ams than did the pro team in obtaining witnesses ’

" to testify forgtheir pihgrams., v"f ’ o B

. e
-

Hearing'Officer, Barbara Jordan, was assisted .

.Hearing Officer.

by H. Paul Kelley who lttended/all case develqpment meetings.g H. Paul
\ N /_-r '\\ . i
.Kelley served ‘as- a moderator and facilitator during case development‘//

sessions and occasionallyrruled on questions related to procedure,
presentation of evidence or groundrules. 'It was clear from team
‘interviews and comments from people attending the hearing, that Barbara d

re

- Jordan 8 background added credibility to. the Clarification Process-

'Evidence was also provided that H. Paul Kelley and Barbara Jordan jointly o

-performed a function which was needed in the Clarification Process..

NIE's role. The- role of the NIE after the planning stages of the

“ A ) P ) - .. ’.A

Clarification Process was intended to be a decentralized and nonobtrusive-

N role. It was stated at the outset and during the process that the NIE '




a’ ,
) .

wanted the team leaders and hearing officers to manage the project
5 . without strong direction or guidance by the NIE. . This objective was met

with varying degrees ‘of success during the Lcase- developmént stages. On

o

some, cccasions, it was expressed that the NIE should simply state what it
. %
A// : is that they wanted as in the area of issues to be addressed.~ Oon other o

occasions, it was stated that NIE 5 decision or reccmmendation-to allow

.

particular data to be presented at’ the hearings was not appreciated and

XY

was viewed as intrusive or "heavy~handed. . B '. f”?,r o

s The role of the NIE or other project sponsors in the Clarification

| Process is likely to always be ‘a key one. The role would be facilitated 'tt
by limiting the sponsor s interaction during the process to only the |
Hearing Officer. However, it is difficult to perceive a sponsor in
: attendance at cas“aevelqpment1meetings not interacting on its behalf on i 3
at .least some occasions. These interactions will probably be received. E&f
- with mixed acceptance.' Thus, limiting the sponsor 8 interaction to
include only the Hearing Officer, might also affect the way the sponsor .
f uld monit/r/the project. The more important factor is to be clear ‘on
) the individual roles and responsibilities rather than to mainta&\sany .. ';?f“{
‘specific get of rules across all applications. This role could be |
altered in other Clarification Process applications or adaptations. -A
' sponsor could leave the project totally in the hands of the Hearing
officer in future applications. This obviously will result in the »
sponsor having less control and influence. However, if an objective is

that the process should be able to "run. itself," this approach might be
. ,_/‘

warranted. ‘ ’ . L , . L

<
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Contractor role;' The contractor performed a major role in the .
y .

'Clarification Process.. In’ addition to handling logistics and .0

. / arrangements for the NIE and_ teams, the contractor was needed and

'responsible for subcontracting the pro and con teams"contracts._ As'is T

/oo
/e

i

"elaborated upon in the Phase I report and laterbiv t‘ Recommendations

.- //; .
Section, the role of the contractor in the Clarification Process could be .

e

assumed hy either the Hearing Officer or the project sponsor in,future ”.if f.;:}

,

]
'applications. This is particularly true if the.contracting/grant process

~ - is different than that for the Clarification Process 4in’ which another
agency was’ required to 1et and manage the contracts to the Teams and
Hearing Officer. 1If the logistical arrangements can be managed by the
Hearing Officer or sponsoring agency, greater efficiency wohlq~£esult

__from fewer roles +.0 coordinate and simpler communications._.An example in -

H
which the contractor and Hearing 0fficer role was held by the same

S agency/individual was +he Hawaii 3 on. 2 evaluation (Worthen and Rogers,
' 1977).

.Training for Teams : o /o

s

’

An initial training session was qonducted for khe/teams in
Washington D. C..on October 9-10, 1980. This session was intended to‘ h
iacquaint the teams and: Hearing 0fficer with the background to the
ff ; 7Clarification Process and the Judicial Evaluation Model from which ‘the // .
‘ Clarification Process had been: adapted and to initiate the C1arificatién

/
Process‘case develcpment. Questions which were raised at the training

iisession ahout the_Processvincluded:

e How do we’maintain the clarification intent of the. process while
: / . L .. ' : . ) ' ’

ey . stiIl afguing pro and con?

~
e
«J
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° 'This approach is limited to only twoAsides for each issue. 4

a 3 -
™ ,To what extent must each team involve relevant constituency »7
"~ qroups?. ' S |
e How should Minimum Competency Testing be defined? vfb:
" ‘e .How should MCT issues be- framed?
_ 4 How many individuals from each team can: be case presenters?
) -Which team will present its case first?
‘. o‘ How many witnesses can be called by each team to‘testify?v
A o What standardized procedures, if any, should be used in .
‘ ”interviewing witnesses? ’h N "lf\g\é - u‘{' _‘ u f:i,.;h
e What is the role of the Hearing Officer? . : “f B
| o!‘Should challenges to witnesses be allowed during the hearings?
- These were discussed at the session with most being resolved during '.“'kT:1‘:

~the course of" the Clarification Process. It appeared that questions
related to groundrules& rules of evidence and procedure were fairly clear

following the training session, whereas, approaches or decisions for o

Ed

framing the issues were less clear. The importance of ‘and’ difficulty in
framing issues within the clarification Process is’ similar to problems )

! described by 0wens and Hiscox (1977) and Wolf (1980) ‘in which'they o f‘f . (\

outline issues formulation as one of the‘?ajor concerns in adversarial

‘-evaluations.'u T B

s

Finally, it appears that additional practice or rehearsing in the
f_ areas of direct and cross-examination would help the. process. Based upon.

‘comments made by hearing observers and others it was perceived that

;‘:' , direct and cross-examination ‘was stronger following ‘the first day of the:

4
[}

b - . . R | o 3é°i-'
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-he ings. Most likely this was more a function of the experience and/or

of witnesses or testimony between the days. Also, no. evidence was ¢

N

by interviewees that the attorneys on the con team were more . or less

.effective in direct and cross-examination._

Issue Selection and Procedural Rules - ..‘ . :, ‘ .

~ Issue selection and framing was a\major step in the Clarification : o ¢;QE

’.Process., Issues and procedural rules were to be adopted by December,'

- B .l§80. The Clarification ;rocess used one phase to identify issuesT
iwhereas other judicial evaluation approaches divide issues generation and
issue-selection into separate stages. -. The work of the NIE in previous

: MCT contracts and the input from the advisory committee assisted with.
identifying many of the issues. The issues which were finally selected
{ ‘addressed.effects of hCT on_the students, curriculum and public . . - ) \v
pperceptions andnare detailed in the introduction section of this‘report.

\guch of the training session in October, lQBl'and the two meetings - | ' ' .ﬁ

following were used to review and finalize the ESsues. It appears issues

'”formulation is still the step most difficult to accomplish. Popham | S /ml;

?,' ‘ 3 (1981) and Madaus (1981) outlined alternative approaches to framing v;.

| issues. ;his might make issue formulation more efficient in subsequent

applications.\\some portion of the time devoted to selecting and framing

the issues ‘would be. more profitably used in case development and review

Vstages.“ These statements are supported by direct observations of the

/

_evaluators, interviews with team leaders and the Hearing Officer. _The o
i?/_ L lconcern with formulating issues in the Clarification Process?reinforces

" the observations of Worthern and:Rogers (1977), Oowens and'Hiscox-(1977)

and Wolf (1980).as to the importance and effort which ‘must be given to

e
this step in. adversarial type approaches.
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Clarification Process. The groundrules included 'orms for collecting

'.revisions.' Thus, \the formulation and application of the gxoundrules,

' evaluation or (c) for resource allocation. Dichssions about the degree

would be built around caommon issues\ and arguments. It is quite possible

factors will be’ stressed. The process hould simply allow for the.

‘ but accepted asa characteristic requiring att ntioh. =~ - . _ \\ ;

"A. paper by Wolf (1980) was used in adopting oundrules for the

»

N

A witness testimony and documentary evidence. These”forms~facilitated

sharing information among teams. The rules of procedure included
guidelines: fqr qpening and closing remarks, examinations of witnesses and

making objections. Rules of evidence included relevance of‘information, /

.depositions,'use'of'hearsay, documentary or opinions asjevidence.

Although several\ievisions were made to the rules, they were ‘only minor .

.

"
rules of procedure and ‘rules of evidence ran quite smoothly in comparison

..to the process of ?enerating or wording issues.

Additional Case Dévelopment

Complete minutes and summaries of each case development meeting were

compiled. These are availablegfrom the NIE for anyorie who,might be

-~

- interested in adapting ‘the Clarification Process to'their'study.' A phase

following and partially overlapping with the final selection of ‘issues

‘was the development ‘of stipulated agreements'that prohibited debate or

..

discussion of certain tqpics.<¢These were primarily concerned with~using

MCT (a) at each grade for certification/classification, (b) for teacher.

. .

N . - 3
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to which stipulated agreements should be presented at the hearing were

held. The final d ision was to review briefly the stipulated agreements v,pm’

S . I'_ Is
at the beginning of the hearings.ﬁ Based on comments by hearing

participants and evaluator s observations, future applications should
I

elaborate more on stipulated agreements at the hearing and in the'

videotapes. Providing the audience with pertinent information that led

\

the teams to stipulated agreements--instead of simply stating they exist

because the teams agreed that MCT was inappropriate for those

<

vpurposes--would help the audience‘understand the function of the .-

' c

stipulated agreements. The .process would be,stronger if the rationale

for the stipulated agreements was provided., bne possible variation.for

introducing the stipulated‘agreements, is ¢o address them in testimony as

was done with handicapped_students. The pro team agreedlwith the,con

'team witnesses' testimony against using MCT with handicapped RSP T - 1

Maﬁor case development.activities were to occur in meetings from .
December, 1980 through June, 1981 just prior to the hearing. These
meetings were generally to include presentation and discussion of each
team's position statements, review ‘of case development and data
collection plans, and discussion of- direct and cross-examination plans.

Meetings were also used to discuss logistics for the hearings. Logistics

!
involved order of team presentation, amount of time to be devoted to

. [ ¥
direct and cross-examina ion- and the number of issues to be addressed

P

each day. Factors which influenced these discussions included ths fact

that witnesses could not attend all three days, nor could the budgets

support the,per diem of witnesses‘for three days.

' "
0

Tore




Activities related to the PBS videotaping of the hearings for later
™.

editing and broadcastiqg on PBS stations presented a major logistical

factor. These logistics ranged from type of clothing which might be

H ~—

needed to types of witnesses or testimony which might be effective. Team

leaders and members expressed their perceptions that the national

"broadcast of the edited videotapes of the hearings affected their plans.

These effects included types of witnesses they might select and types of

'_é:ses they might want to argue.

;ﬂ It is difficult to estimate,the amount of the case development time

which was devoted to logistics and'the television broadcast. However, it
t”_

“'is clear that substantial portions of meeting time were: devoted to

/activities other than those directly related to the substance of the
/ 1 ’ ,
;/cases and hearings. This is consistent with experience in other

épplications of the adversarial approach in which- Popham (1977) states
/

"that of three days designed to exchange cases, two were devoted to

procedural matters. Future efforts should increase or. maximize the
proportion of time directed to addressing the teams' cases.
\ The case develcpment steps or phases were maintained throughout the

; Clarification Process although timelines were: not strictly followed. In

~

the February, 1981 meeting both teams provided their basic arguments,

outlined types of witnesses they intended to call and discussed potential

.

tdata collection plans. Although questions were raised at the meeting

about the degree to which the arguments might be responsive-to each

other, little discussion ensued. Relatively more'attention.was given to
the PBS Broadcast (note this was the first meeting in which PBS was
N »

Ce-

involved)e . ._—=-



' ‘ The April, 1981 meeting includedrdiscussions on the witnesses to
testify for each team and types c;/arguments or cases to be built. A
major point.of discussion at the meeting was whether some pro team sites
fell within the MCT definitions. Again, this experience was similar to :
the differences in interpreting definiticns or/ruies of evidence found in
. “. ' other application of adve;sarial approaches (Popham and Carlson,.1977: N\ )
Worthen and Rogers, 19775._“In»Apri1 the teans expressed strong concerns\\\\\\
about their ahility to siay within the timelines for developing -their \}\\*;
< cases. Given this need, the May 22 meeting was postponed‘to June 12.
, The issue;of.relating_the cases to one another was.also raised at the
lf,April meeting in which at least one—third'of the meeting'was devoted}te
reviewing PBS relatedxpians and the NﬁREL’ewaluation plans..‘ 3 . -
fhe June 12 meeting was the first in which deiaysfin the case“
. development progress appeared to significantlp affectithe process- The‘
pro team had not receiwedvthe con team's summary of witness'testimony on
\
'direct examination, and thus had not outlined their cross-examination as
was planned- The con team felt that the pro team witness summaries were

. \
not sufficiently detailed .for them to prepare summaries_of their

oo

_cross-examination. It appeared that the amount of work that neéded to be ’
N ’ : ’ : . . ' . P .'{
done within the time limits caused much of this concern. It also
appeared that unresolved issues from earlier meetings, e.g., were the N

teams' cases responsive to each other, .affected decisions and ability to 0

resolve concerns in the June meetings. As the hearings approached, the -

-

"’é’iﬁé’d“e"v’"éI'Gpmentfb?cam_e'mire*criti?:“ai_a'nd'sé“n‘s’it‘i“ﬁe“t‘b‘b’qth“tea‘ms‘.‘“ This
was in part a;natural.trend which is a function of. work distribution in_
.any major effort; it is also likely that the newness of the Clarification

Process and the PBS television aspects contributed to these stresses.
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Future endeavors might reduce these stresses by decreasing the proportion
m:' ' of '‘case development time which is taken for logistios or factors such as,

in this instance, the television broadcast and to increase the time spent - '

i

on’ cases, i.e., building direct and cross-examination plans.

Rules of procedure and evidence and ground rules Were fairly well

baccepted at the outset of the Clarification Process. Howeveri tensions~

-

arose during the case development that are similar to thOSe reported in .
other ‘adversarial type processes (Popham and Carlson, 1977; wOrthen and
Rogers, 1977). Tension of this type is to be’ expected, and knowing or
recognizing it should reduce the senstiveness of individual feelings and T
general negative influence on the process.- h .

’

Heariné'

Arrangements; Detailed plans and arrangements were.directed bY-the“
NIE Project Officer, Enid Herndon, with the assistance of the McLeod \
. Corporation. The previous stages in"the Clarification Process
.facilitated preparations for the hearing. For: example, logistics such as

~

amount of time to be devoted to direct and cross-examination within/each

-

day were agreed upon; timekeeping procedures were establisfed to monitor
amount of time used by pro and con teams on direct and cross-
examinations; an agenda outlining the ofééi for witnesses was developed;

i and plans to have the Hearing Officer review the definitions of MCT, the
stipulated.agreements and agenda for -each hearing day were outlined.

-

. However, the effort needed to adequately plan for the hearinQ?should.not“
5

" be underestimated. As ‘the Clarification PrOCeBS neared thefhearing
stage, it required the full time attention of the NIE Project Officer
wit substantial assistance from others such as the. McLeod cOrporation.

The documentation available’ from the NIE on the plans and logistics will




facilitate future _applications._' Finally, the ‘logi'stics at the hearing
went smoothly.ﬁ mhis‘is attributable to the detailed plans and
arrangements .made prior to the hearing.
Audience. . The location of and audience for the hearing are factors
which deserve comments. The decision was made to conduct ‘the hearing in
”Washington, D. C. and to extend 500 invitations for each days Although

the wvideotapes could-provide_information to a large audience, it was
clear that the NIE and teams'agreed that the«hearing itself was an -
important opportunity to provide information to the audience. The
audience described in the'Phase;I report was»invited primarily through'

contacts with national organizations located in and around Washington

\

D.Ces The invitations were»disbursed in early June, 1981, approximately

one month prior tofthe hearihgs. The number of observers at'the hearing

ranged from approximately‘l40 in.the~midemorning of dav one to fewer than i
. 60 at the conclusion of day three. Thus, the number in attendance was

_substantially less than the anticipated 5§Q“for each -day. Thisﬂmight be |

attributed to. several factors. First, the date on which invitations were

sent might .have been too close to the actual hearings to allow people to

i ~.

arrange schedules and secure support to attend the hearing. Second,
individuals at the hearing also indicated that it was difficult to attend

o all three days given other demands on their schedules. This response was

- I

also encountered when people were contacted prior to the hearing to
determine whether they would be interested and available® for interviews.
! : Several indicated-that.they.planned to attend one or more days but would
find it difficult to attend all three days. Third, the location of the_

hearing, while convenient to federal and’ national organizations, did not'




minimize the distance which would be required for state or local

representatives to attend. The NIE stated early in»the process that the

federal;agencies were not a prinary audience.- It was estimated that

approximately 20% to 40§ of the audience at the hearing were federal
agency representatives.
'If one assuues that the full information presented during'live

testimony at the hearings is valuable; it follows that the live audience ;
at thelhearing is anvimportant group. Thus,tgreater attention'might be
given in future applications to ensuring wider participation by;the
primary audience. Recommendations to facilitate this are provided in the
. Phase I Report and will be reviewed in the latter sections of this' report.

‘

Hearing Observations. Two aspects of the hearing were highlighted as

.

important to the Clarification Process. First, the degree~to which,the'
definitions of terms and stipulated agreements were reviewed was felt to.
be important by those participating in intervieﬁs by thelevaluation
team.‘ Specifically, those interviewed felt that insufficient elaboration
was given to explain clearly.the definitions and stipulated agreements.
?he‘nature of some of,the»stipulated agreements appeared to confuse the
audience. A prime example is the stipulated agreement that barred debate
- _ about using MCT at each grade level for promotion/retention. . It was
unclear to a large proportion of indivigﬁéis interviewed as to why the
teams then continued to debate the use.of MCT as a requirement for
gradua\ion or promotion/retention. Why the teams agreed on not using MCT
at each grade level but disagreed on using ‘MCTs at some grade levels was

. confusing. Second, several participants felt that the cross-examination
N .

was/not effective in engaging the ~arguments across pro and con teams.

Interviewees suggested that the cross—examination by the pro team was

g
]
!
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more effective during the second day than during the first. Although °
several participants felt that the reason for the "ineffective

cross-examination“ was the fact that the teameleaders were not attorneys

\-..
™~

or experienced . in cross-examination, no/one suggested that the two

attorneys on the con team who engaged in direct and cross-examination

“were more or less effective than the non-attorneys.: Practice or a dry e

run prior to the hearing would facilitate this area in future efforts.
. ) ’ :\\_ Y
It is possible that attendance at the hearing by the primary audience N\

.should not be a goal. The complete tapes and transcripts were made

[}

available to the public. The only advantages, therefore, to attending

o

the hearing were the immediacy of the information and the “live" effect.

[ Y i rrami e 1 e e e

The "live" effect ‘seemed to be initially interesting, but the attendance

_dwindled as the hearing,progressed. After the first day, most NIE staff

members preferred to observe the proceedings from a television monitor in
\ . .
a conference room adjacent to the auditorium. When asked about this, the

staff replied that it was easier to see facial expressions and pick up

innuendoes in testimony from the monitor. It was also easier to interact

N

- and discuss witnesses' testimonies in theateievision monitor room than in

~

the auditorium.

Editing and Dissemination of the arification Process Materials

It was decided that the pro and on teams would have primary
responsibility for editing the full transcripts and videotapes ‘of the

hearings to produce the three one~hour tapes. This decision was

clarified during the February, 1981 meetin\\in Washington, D.C. at which

the PBS staff members were initially present. \It,was clear from the

- \* L ' - ’I

outset that the team leaders and teams would be i volved in editing,
reviewing or approving the edited tapes. Apparently\the team leaders

—~
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were not clear on the extent to which they would have‘primary ,

responsibility for the editing and the amount of effort which this would

reguire. Editing is a key step in the process since the edited tapes are
likely to be used much more than the full.tapes or transcripts. An’
aspect of the editing wtich affected the hearing and Clarification
Process was that it was not possible within'time and hudget'to edit
across hearing days to produce tapes that would address each issue. It
was possible, however, for PBS in its technical editing to reorder some
witnesses' testimony so that the proximity of pro and con. team arguments
4

was closer than it was in the hearing. This aspect of the editing was

represented to favorably by those who “viewed the full hearings and the

I

e |
edited tapes:\vS;;;ern about whether or not the edited tapes repeated
fairly the entire hearings and testimony was expressed at the hearing and

- 'in the showings of the edited tapes. Thus, strong importance is felt by -

-

the audiences.toward the editing of the tapes.

Comments from viewers-about the editing were generally favorable with

only minor specific reservations. Samples of unfavorable reactions
concerned Mike Farrell as he introduced the NEA representative fraom

’ wisconsin by describing the NEA as the largest teacher s organization
- within Wisconsin.. Some viewers felt that this was a gratuitious
advertisement for the NEA and might imply a partial attitude toward that

teacher,organization, Again, unfavorable comments were infrequent and

s

oyt
Sy

were not widely shared. _ . 3“e~'emm_iwmw___ e "
Finally, it is critical that the participants have a strong
,involvement in the editing as was done here. Placing the _pro and con

witnesses together was. viewed as-an advantage of the videotapes to the

actual hearings.




Process Findings

B

The abo;e discussions were intended.to provide a summary of the

Phase I findings in which major stages of the Clarification Process were

described and evaluative comments were provided. Conclusions and

recommendations which might be helpful in_future applicationa will.be

- - sunmarized in.chaoter IV of this report. While it willbnot_always be
desirable to clearly separate.reccmmendationé based on the process and
outcome evaluations of the Clarification Process, it is anticipated that’_
conclusions and recommendations will facilitate conducéing future
Clarification Procesges and will ensure that the outcomes are more ugeful

to the intended audiences. . . : T

T .R,i__w;_,‘_.__z;,3 S UV S
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CHAPTER IV
/

'INFORMATION FROM THE AUDIENCES
. This chapter contains summaries of &udience reactions to the actual
hearingror the edited tapes. - The information_for,this chapter came from_:

the variety of sources mentioned in Chapter-II.: The three sources

reviewed in this section are the hearing -audiences, the audiences that

v

viewed'the edited tages and the PBS prograMming managers. These sources
will first be briefly described in this chapter- Following these
descriptions, the remainder -of the section is organized around the five
major questions and their subquestions as listed in Table 2 at the end of
Chapter II. B ' . " . o y |

Description of the Hearing Audience

On July 8, 9 and 10, the MCT Clarification Prbcess' “hearing was held
- as planned. It was dnticipated that 500. persons per day might attend.
Tickets were distributed on the basis of this limitation and procedures
were set that. would allow only those persons with tickets to attend.

The actual attendance at the hearing was muchless than had been
expected. Audience counts were taken at different times during the three

P . . [
days and the following table represents those counts. \B
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/ » ' Table 3 -
// . Approximate Attendance During Hearings .
/ ’ ' \
/ /
Julx 8 .
‘ 9:00 . 110
‘ 9:30 o 135 ‘
10:00 140 ‘ Beginning of pro witnesses
11:20 115 - After recass
12:00 115 : ‘
2:20 115
4:15 - 86
5:00 '69 .
5:40 o 60 ‘
- July 9 =~ “
. " 9:05 : .74
: 10:15 115
2:30 . 98 o .
4:00 ' 69 o After recess -
5100 : ‘ 55 .
5:30 ' 39 ' . <
. 3 o T .
July 10 ’
9:10 .57
10:50° 64
11:45 60 .
2:15 59
3:10 54
3:45 o 42 After recess :
4:15 46 , Final witness v “/r

The queséiohnaire that appears-in Appendix A was distributed to the

-audience in the morning, July 10, and throughout the day. In addition,

+

T persons were stationed at the exits to remind those persons 1eavin§\earlj~

R

toireturn the questionnaire; Approximately 80 questionnéiies were:

»

distributed and 62 were returned. , °

The questionnaire contained-gome preliminary demographic data to
i PO .

e ‘ N

ascertain the persons' agencies and their rdlea within those agencies. ..
° .These descriptions appear in Table 4. Totals less than 62 resulted from

' gome individuals not responding to all items. _ -
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Table 4 .
Agencies and Roles Represented in Hearings Audience

b Agency represented: ; N %
; - Federal . ; 14 (23%)
S " State 13 (218) ¢
Local 6 (10%)
National Organization . © 13 (21%)
Other 15 (248%)
Total . 61 '
Missing 1 (.2%) ¢
Roles A ‘ ’
Responsible for policies about 8 (13%)
- whether an MCT program .

should be implemented

‘ Responsible for the ‘15 (24%)
implementation of an
MCT program

/’d’fﬂ ’ Directly affectéd by an MCT - 10 (16%)
o e program ‘ : ,
" Other - 25 % . (40%) -
¢ " Total 58 ;

Missing - L 4 ( 6%)

The agencies represented were sérégd evenly across.four of the five
categories, with the fifth, ﬁécal, being onlf 10<§¢rcent of the .
audience. The distribuéidn of the actual*audience‘differs substantially

-from the intended audience thch was hqped to/consist of mostly'séate and
:lgcal personneli. .
éor r;les.représented by the audience, a llttle over qne-halfa(53%)
represented the intended audience for the Clafificagion Process. It is
interestiné to note that the role of implementiﬂg an MCT prog:am was the
(most represented among the inten&ed aud}ence. Ié later questions, the .

usefulness of the 'MCT Clarification Process for implementing MCT programs

received one of the lower ratings from the aﬁdiénces.
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Description of the Site Visit Audienoes

/,

"

Appendix B contains the letter that was.sent to the different State
Departments participating in tha.site visits. Included in it was a list
.of roles and types of persons that.should attend the meeting. State

DPepartment personnel were very cooperative in attempting to obtain these

representations. When the desired audiences were not obtained) reasons

‘¢

\

given were mainly limited money for travef\and limited time to 4 vote to
a full day meeting. Each state contact\person,made an effort toﬁget a ;
1egis1ative aide or'representative to,attend;lbut only the.Wisconsin
meeting included state 1egis1aturevrepresentatives. Other priorities,
. ile., legislation, buiget considerations, were cited as reasons /
legislative staff did not'attend in other‘states- Each group consisted’
primarily of state or 1oca1 staff directly interested in MCT. More
! administrators were represented than testing personnel. One or two
. W,
university affiliated persons were also in attendance at most sites.
Exact counts of the audienceis roles or affiliationgwere not recorded. ~,
Three of the states had fairl§ large participation- Two of these,»
Montana and Wisconsin,.are states where MCT ‘is either being considered
/

(Montana) or a decision is forthcoming‘(Wisconsin). In the third,

<\‘ ’ California, two meetings were arranged with one in Los Angeles and the

other in San Francisco.’ This reduced the travel for some of the /
.participants and probably was a key factor in their attending. S

One of the first questions that the evaluation was concerned with was

* . /

J/

whether the participants at the sites had seen the documentary or the

edited tapes before the meetings. Table 5 contains the information . =
concerning ‘this question. It is clear that very few had seen the shows

by the time of our meetings in late October and early November.
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' Table 5
Participants Who Have Previously 'Seen the Shows

Having seen documentary:’ N(Z%) , ‘ \
No 131 (96)
Yes ' ’ 6 (4) 1 from Illinois

/ 4 from Wisconsin

Having seen shows: °

‘No Yes
N (%) N (8) ~
Show 1 ' 132 (98) 3 (2) 1 from Illinois
. ) ' ' 2 from Wisconsin
Show 2 134 (99) 2 (1) 1 from San Francisco
1 from Illinois '
Show 3 . 121 (98) 2 (2) 1 from Illinois
’ o _ 1 from Wisconsin

-

. L
The PBS Stations

‘The data collected and analyzed from the PBS programming managers

" were from questionnaires that ‘were ‘distributed by SECA. There was a

o ~

concern about how representative these responses were of all ths'PBS..h

stations. A random sample of 28 stations from the Directory of

Information Sources for Public Television were contacted in December and

were asked if they'had showh or Planned on showing the documentary or the
edited tapes. Fifty peicent‘of the sample called.responded positively.'
- ' This compares to 68% (19 of 28) of the sample that returned
_questionnaires. Given a standard error of approximately 9%, this implies
that the responses to.the*questionnaire overrepresents the stations that

will air the programs. Comments in the evaluation report from the PBS
- E . . .

'% survey should be ihterpreted with that fact in mind.
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1. How appropriate were the format and structure of the Clarification

Process in presenting MCT issues?

i - S

Question la: Did the use of direct examination (testimony) and

cross—examination enhance the presentatiorl of the isgsues? '

|

Figure 1 represents the responses to this question that appeared on

a

both the questionnaire at the hearing and the statj visits. Table 1A in

_ Appendix E contains response summaries by state.

100% ¢
90%
80% - o Heaaigg ' ‘Sites

. = 0 N=120

70% - SR | \ :

60% - _ ’ o 63

50% - - 63
40%-
30% -

20%

16

10% 13

[—2™

Strongly Dtsawee Agree  Strongly Strongly‘ Disagree Ags; Strongly
Disag-ee N Agrea Disagres Agree

Figure 1. ‘Audience respenses to The Use of Direct and Cross-Examination Enhsnced
the Presentation of the Issuss. (Responses shown in percents.)
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Audiences agreed that testimony and cross-examination enhanced the
presentation of the 'issues. Eighty-two percent of the audience at the
last day of the hearing anc 83% of the site-visit audiences agreed to
some degree with the statement. Of the state visits, the most negative
Areaction'came‘from éalifornia where 31% (10 of 32)‘disagreed/with the
statement. In Floxida and ‘Illinois, there was no disagreement with the ...
statement. | ' ‘ - 1;

Audience interpretation of -"enhanced" should be considered. In
California, there were several negative comments in the open-ended

responses about the use of emotional data and the lack of factual or

back=up data. This could account for the negative response to the

question. On the other hand, in Florida, which had no negative’wm‘“"“m
responses, there were remarks about the discomfort with "bleeding heart" )
testimony and the concern with misrepresentation of facts.' The,
relstively high ratings in’Figu"u 1 combined withaindividuals'_ccmments .
iuply that the word "enhanced” w«a. probably interpreted as adding to
interestAlevel, but not necessarily previding valid data.

Finally, connents at the hearing and inAstate visitsAabout the
effectiveness of cross-examination and to’e lesser extentithe direct
examination suggested that simply presenting evidence without the

~ adversarial connotation might be effective. That is, the adversarial

nature of direct with cross—examination eppeared to enhance the interest

value but not necessarily “gharpen" the information produced from the

’

Clarification Process.
) E S

so




!/ Question lb: Does the usa of individuals' persgonal judgmenta enhance

the presentation of the‘MC'J.‘ issues?
b

The Clarification Proceas offered the a;tuntioh whera a witness was
Y\ allowed to expand on his/her own beliefs and wa;‘ﬁotvnecéténrily required
to produce hard data to back~up statements. At the same timo, man§
.ev;luntion procedures fail to gather this subjective dat&wthat can
\ ‘ provide important additional informatlon. The question of whether the

use of personal judgments en£ances the preseptation of issues was asked
at the. hearing and after showing all three tapes at the_stgte vigits.
The data collected are summarized in Figure 2. Table 1B in Appendix E

~

_‘contains summaries by state. Q

"\
© B0%- Hearing Sites
. N =658 , N=121

60% - ' 62 66

20% A . 21 ' 22
10% - 1 . ]
0 L—_-3 ' . 1 .

Strongly Disagree Agree  Strongly 'Smly'Dlsawod Agree  Strongly
Disagree - Agree Disagree L Agree

Figure 2. Audience responses to The use of Individuals’ Testimony and Personal
Judgments En(mncad the Presentation of the MCT Issues. (Responses shown in.percants.)

o
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The data collected hero nro‘vory gimilar to the data montioned
earlier concerning the use of dirocg and crosas-examination. Th audience
appears co'ﬁﬁve aquated thg use of personal judgments with the use ot'
direcg and crosa=examination in the hearing. Again, comments suppoxt
that the personal tea;imong contributes to the interest value but not
necesaaril& ;o the quality of information gained frgmltha Clarification
‘Procmsn. Although the advgrsarial process of direct and - ”
cross-examination is intended to bring into clearer focus the points
under discussion, little evidence was found that this 6caprfed in the
Clarification Pfgcqaa, even though viewers agreed thﬁt personal judgments
and examination enhanced the éreaentation o: information.

As will be elaborated later, the criterion used to evaluate the
usefulness of the Clarification Procesa greatly affects h thesa
comments are interpretedvand the aubsequent utility of the Clarification
. Process. We proposed a criterion that information.rated as useful by the

audiencea could be a criterion for utility. 1In this sense, the aspects
“of personal testimony and direct/croaa-examin;tion were seen as
strengthsa; atrengtha not neceaaarily proposed for the adveraartal
approaah, as deacribed by Wolf (1979). “In addition to intereat, a;
perceived benefit of using peraonal testimony within an adveraarial
format is that individuala' "biases" are more-clearly discernible than
might otherwise be passible. Highlighting isgues and variety of persons

were also cited moat freqnently as atrengtha of the CIarification

Process. See Queation 1£, ‘ \ "

.




Question lc: Did the teams present comgrehensive cases_in' support of

their "‘Pho.sitions'x’. B . ~ . Y o .
. The que'étion of the comprehensiveness of each team's argl\ment's was -

asked at the hear:l1 and after all three tapes had been shown at the

state v:.sits. “The data from the question—a;emst;n?;arized TE E?I;G;?Z‘s for 7 T e———
o
,the hearing and‘ Figure 4 for the state site visits.  Table 1C and ‘
. » " » . Q
Appendix E contains respenses by states. - - - ) -
//" Y )
N T T -
L
100% | : Sy -
. . . A >
- l 90%- A
. 8% ‘ , - ¢
70%4 - o Pro Team Con Team ' ',.
N=58 - | : ‘ N=56 . -
, » 60%‘» . Lo~
B0%{ - T ’ —
: 1 53 ’ _ 52
40%.- ~ ) f"”\
30%{ - 33 : | '
T 30 ‘
20%4
L [ 1z . 1 14 o
0., - =2 — ‘ - a1 - ' . K
) Strongly Dlsagree Agree Strongly = -+  Strongly Disagrea Agrea Strongly p
i Disagrse- Agree C Disag'ee " Agree '
Figure 3. Hearing audiences’ responses to Camprehens:ve Cases in Suppqrt of thelr - g )

o Positions Were Presented by the Teams. (Responsas shown in percents )

53 .
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80%- " Pro Team \ * Con Team
N=122 . N=119

so%{ 63 | o . )

Ean | N R IR I

%4 . | 13 13 | N

0 0 | —

. Stongly Disagree ' Aq'oe, Strongly - Strongly /Disagree Agree = Strongly v
_ Disagres . Agree . Disagres/ ~ Agree .

anure 4. Site audiences’ responses to Cbh;prehensive ésas in Support of their

wn in percents.) . _ .

It appears from the datd in Figures 3 and 4 that the audiences saw
the pro team as preeenting a more comprehensiv case than the con team.
This was.true throughout the site visits except for Montana where neither

,team was rated superior to the other.. Finally, both teams and, - thus, the

ng comprehensive cases. -

Clarification Process were rdted as provi
Comments support that the  comprehensiveness is, largely felt to result
from the variety of witnesses, MCT programs and testimony/evidence which

were,presented. No strong consensus existed as to.why the pro team-was

felt to present a more comprehensive cass t¥an the con ttam. Comménts
included that the con team s case was focused more on technical issuos
related to setting cut scores or unrelianility of tests. It also is our

opinion that this was partly a function ‘of, the ease with which the pro .
i

‘tean's arguments could be identified with the issuge under debates The

pro' team's case was generally clexrly related to effects on-students,

N\ s ’ . . -
¢

\,
. U

ourriculum or perceptions; N
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Question 1d: .Was there any important information that was omitted -

e N\

After all the shows had been viewed at the site visits, the audiences

' from the shows hy either of the teams?

were asked to identify any important information ‘that they’fEit—had been

~
omitted from the shows. ‘The list below represents the response to this

-

question*-

: . .Explanation of variety of MCT progréms and laws (7)
B ' Implications to possible teacher evaluation (3)
Political issues (2) ° :
Local/state control issues (2)
‘More definitions and explanations (2)
Costs of MCT programs (2) .
MCT misrepresented as sole-criterion (2) K
MCT is only a part of campetency-based education (2)
Criterion-referenced testing role (l)
Setting cut. scores(l) .
Abilities necessary for local construction of MCTs (l)
Clarify differential standarxds (1)
Special group of students (1)
. Technical aspects of a good MCT (1)
Need for procedural modifications from year to year’ (1)
Separating testing controversy from MCT issues (1)
Fact that MCTs are minimum (1)
Court actions (1)
Team members and witnesses' current roles as consultants (1)
MCT recordkeeping (1)
o Depth of public discontent (1)
o Determining what is minimal (1) ‘ :
. .Comparison of graduated students from MCT and non-MCT schools (1)

There was little consensus on any important. information that was .
fomitted. The most mentioned comment was that there needed to be more
explanation about the variety of MCT programs and the laws that have
produced MCT programse. These‘comments included statements that the
Clarification Process did not differentiate between MCT. programs with

state mandated vs. locally adopted tests.

~

* Throughout this report, numbers in parentheses behind statements in
lists refer to the number of responses mentioning the point.

LA
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Question le: Were there more important issues that wgre not

‘addressed by the MCT Clarification Process?“

4Three issues were chosen to be addressed‘duringllhe MCT Clarification

Process. There was concern about whether these wefe the most important ot

issues and if others that were more important s égld have been

,addressed. To obtain this information, both 1

- /
, udiences were asked to identify other issuel that could be considered

L

more important. Fifty-eight percent of. t? audience, responded that there///////-,
g provided .

“in the three'stipulated\\

were not any more important issues. The’audience at the_

a, range of responses that included’ issue

e

agreements, test content-applicability to life s8kills and effects of }wwmf
labeling in-self-esteem.l None, though,-stood outlaswa_compelling_issue"*"_if
that should have been addressed. 'From the/étates,.there wasgs also very |
little consensus and the six most mentioned issues were. extent, “
structure, quality and effects of-remediation: how to set standards; life
ski ls vSe.. basic skills; acceptance of test results between districts.

follow—up studies on graduates. and the economics -of decisions.

he Clarification Process addressed the most imsortant MCT issues and

© ’

did not amit important information based upon responses by hearing and

state visit respndents.‘~/

-
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Question 1f: Overall, what were the strengths and weaknesses of the

" Clarification Process? ) : o ' ' -

A}

One of the last questions about the shows eoncerned the strengths and

: . ) . o .
weaknesses of the Clarification Process. The major comments from the

<1j‘ audiences concerning.the.strengths were: B : N

Number of Comments
'Highlights the major igsues and gives a sense cu

of the pro and con biases' - | o . ) - (32)
'Presents.a variety of’persons and opiniqns from
. various regions and experiences. (The most

mentioned category at thé hearing.) ‘ T '(27)'
" More interesting and will make a better impact

"than written material o (22)
Involved expert witnesses and people who have e

a sense of personal, emotional commitment to ' S
a viewpoint ) (1e6)

. Good use of limited time I : A (7)
Lively, exciting, dynamic presentation . (M)

The give-and-take promoted discussion s (4)
Dramatic quality - ; (4)

Allows for probing questions and _ .
.cross-examination . ' A (4)

The audiences were also asked to identify the weaknesses ofvthe

Clarification Process. The major comments concerning the weaknesses were :

/ .

Number of'Comments

‘Personalities can be more persuasive than . -
- facts i » - (14) -
Opinions without data and documentation. (13)
...{ .
Lack of structure and wavering from the issues
(also mentioned at hearings) ‘ . ’ (12)
< ) Q '
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' Number of Comments

a - : -

Need fewer people, more experts, more depth o . " (11)
_Variation in quality of questioning and
croSs-examination : . (8) N
Editing eliminates some clarification, o ' b
truncates arguments X o 4 (7 ,\°
Dichotomizes the - argument. avoids middle . \ mﬁ_ .
ground . . ) , o (5) .
Desire to win not necessarily to present J
. valid arguments : , (5
Superficial, oversimplification’ of a : ,
complex topic . | o . _ ' L (4)
" Lack of definition of MCT; not uniform ' .
‘nationwide N S T = (f)
“ﬁ"KIIbﬁE“fBr‘possiblé“inaccuraferstatementsw~ ] ’ - V(ZT“WM"W*”'MMTM"”W”
Too long S o . ‘ ‘ k4)

In summary, the format and structure of the Clarification Process

were generally viewed as appropriate in presenting MCT issues.
|

‘prpropriate is best interpreted, based upon comments, as presenting

informationlwhich highlights impdrtant MC? issgues, makes good use“of
personal Judgments and provides an interesting format for presentation.

Factors such as direct/cross-examination, specifically, or general

- adversarial format, 'in general, were not cited as pa icular strengths or

S
advantages for the Clarification Process. The strength of the
adversarial process might be that presenting .pro and con so that "both
sides are heard" enabled the audiences to benefit from interesting

[ .
personal testimony with. some check on-a major weakness, i.e.)

personalities can be more persuasive than facts. Finally, the number and'
< ) ) c . .

nature of strengths and weaknesses which ﬁere cited indicate an overall

positive reaction to the Clarification Process with some concerns or

. L . e
reservations. -
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2. Did the information presented represent'a fair diversity of

viewgpints on each issue that was seen as clarifying and illuminating??
. = N I3 . L . .

Question 2a: Did the Clarification Process offer a-variety of

-

‘viewpoints on MCT? a . . .

Both the hearing and state audiences were asked to agree or disagree.
to a statement that the Clarification Process offered a variety of
‘ viewpoints; For the state audiences, the question was asked after each
show. The results of this question are represented in Table 6.

There is no doubt, based on the data in Table 6, that the audiences'

<reIt‘that they were being presented with a variety of viewpoints with the

/

average around 3. 2 (Agree=3). At least 8l% of the responding audiences

K

greed with this statement and this was a frequently cited strength as o

we’l. .The MCT Clarification Process certainly achieved this goal.



TABLE 6

Did the Clarification Process Offer a Vardety of Viewpoints on MCT?“‘-ZQ )

|
o v o | aber Standard
© Strongly Dissgree Dissgres  Agree Strongly Agres | Responding. (Hean  Deviation
B I I T X
_ ps | O %N B | oM -1
o . o ‘ | | S D
oWl 1 onen owey | omo o s
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|
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‘_Qruestion 2b: Did the Clarification Process pr_ovide an opportunity

for a fair discussion of the MCT issues?

Once again a statement to this effect was made and the respondents

[}
d )

were asked to agree or disagree. This question was asked of ~the
‘site-'visit audiences at the end of each show and in the final questions
concerning all three shows. The results are summarized in Figure 5 and .

in Appendix E by state.

~N
~

 100%-
90% - o

J \ Hearing : . Site$ ~ 1
.80% N=59 "N=120

70% A

T N | =
50% 4 ' . . : >
40% -
30% | ,

1 20% 19 | . : ET 19

10% 14 :
0 —3— - S P

Strongly . - Strongly Strongly ) Agree
Disaw/,ee Disag Agres Agree Disagree Disagree Agm Strongly

\\‘

Figure 5. Audience resbo_nses to The Clarification Process Provides an Opportunity .
for a Fair Discussion of MCT Issues. {Responses shown in percents.) .
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The audiences at the site visits ‘were also asked the question after

.)/=
each of the shows. The results suggest that most persons viewing the

tapes (81%) and the hearing (79%) saw the opportunity for_fair
discussion. The most negative responses cane from the California group
where '37% disagreed with the stitement and the}most positive from Texas
where all réspondents agreed. , o

" ‘Based on these responses, a major objective to .present a fair
discussion of tne McT issues was accomplished. It should be remembered
' that one of the major reasons for undertaking the clarification Process

«

was for the NIE to sponsor a-study which would not appearoto support or

decrv MCT, but would provide information in a fair manner so others could

make MCT decisions.



¢

. ~ Lo . :
Question 2c: Were the arguments presented clearly by the pro and con
teams?

Respondents at the hearing and after each show at the site visits

were asked to agree or disagree with a statement thet_the two teams

presented clear arguments. 'l‘he":results are summiarized in Figure 6 and '

in Appendix E by state.

Strongly
Agree 49
' pro N=58 133 135 115
- conN=>57 133 . 133 . 118
Agree 3 - - |PRO |- PRO | PRO PRO
I TEAM CON | TEAM .CON | TEAM con’ | TEAM
3.2 TEAM | 3.2 TEAM [ 3.2 TEAM | 3:2
CON 3.0 3.0 3.0 »
TEAM o e . . 0.
2.8 N
Disagree 2
' 'Strongly
¢Disagree
Hearing -_ Show 1 Show 2 ‘Sh‘ow 3

F|gure 6. Audience responses to Arguments were Prasented Clearly by the Teams.

(Average responses shown. )
o .
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. - The edited tapes produced a more favorable response to the con teams'?

arguments than’did the hearing. There ‘was around a half a standard \3§ ‘
deviation difference between the-reting of the-pro and the con argumeht;q

L

at the hearing with the audience stating .that the pro team presented . ;k
clearer arguments. This difference was not quite as great in the qpinion
of.the state audiences, even though ‘the pro team rate@ consistently
higher then the,cen(team on all thiee shows.' |

. The objective to have clear arguments was. achieved. Even the lowest T

rating of 2.8 for the con team's arguments the hearing is evidence

that most viewers felt the arguments were fpresented clearly.

)
- e e e e . E A :
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Question 2d: “Was there any information that you feel was not useful

in clarifying the MCT issues? " )

The audiences at the site visits were - asked to list the information

in that show which they-felt was not useful. Following ig-a list of the

most frequent responses to this question. . - o -

o .-

sShow 1 - o ' Number of Responses
, ‘ . . i i
./ Subjective ("I feel type") testimony 15 ‘
‘ Attack on multiple-choice tests : 10
/ ‘show2 o - -
. , ‘ ) o N . K L _ .
/ Special education parent - -~ o
/ ‘'Standard setting and technical material ;///////ffs_
s Redundant testimony . 5 \’
Show ‘3 : / ' N
—— . . // . ‘," t‘\\. gg)
Handicapped issue T Y

Subjective testimony T . : 5<”. '\ 1
o ' v ) |
It is interesting that even though on previous questions the audience i
. , 4

felt that the. personal testimony enhanced the presentation of issues and

offered a variety of viewpoints, it was the one element that aused the )5“

.~

1

most concern when it came to useful information. . This same concern i §
o - : BN P

|

appeared in the interviews after the 'shows. A

Also, the. attack on multiple-choice tests, although considered valid3

by some, did not seem to be an MCT issue to the audiences during the

- ) i

interviews.l Attacking mulciple-choice tests did notjseem equivalent.to

attacking minimum competency tests. - _ /

4 - / \
The listing of the special education students parents in the second ﬂf_7( ’

and third show is’ indicative that members of the audiences felt that o

’ . . . ;
. V3
i 1 /

special cases should not be used to attack MCT programs inﬁgeneral.
Others in the audience seemed to £find the use justified for the purpose','~ \
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: o P
of alerting viewers to potential -problems that could be faced or needed
. P P ;

. to be avoided. °

_In summary, subjective testimony or perscnal judgments are j;ewed to

édd interest and to clarify how individuals "feél" about their MCT

grbgraﬁs but doubt exists as to the vaiue of the information in

clarifying the issues. ‘It appears these personal”jud%ments are viewed 28

best for highlighting rather than clarifzihg issues.
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3. Did the information\presented add to the current understandixig and -

knowledge of Minimum Competency Testing?

Questi. 1: Did the audiehces gain any new knowledge from the

Y

.
~

Clarification Process?

The audience at the hearing was asked to rate théil_r knowledge of MCT (—J/

P

previous to the hearing and then to rate the amount/of knowledge ‘gained
\from the hearing. At the site visits, the audiences were also asked to
.- rate their knowledge and were then asked after each show how much new

\ : .

knowledge they had gained. The results are displayed in Ficjure 7 for .

initial knowledge and in Fi;gure 8 for knowledge gé.ined. Table 3A in'
o

Appendix E contains summaries by state. : _ ) o
. ‘ ; :
\
. A 3
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Figurg 7. Audiences’ initial knowledge of MCT. (Responses shown in percents.) N
[




100% 1 SITES
e
90% Hearing o : 0
80% N=60 Show 1 " Show 2 " Show 3 '
N =134 N =130 N=115
70% .
67
6071 pr
.l 52 50 | 50
40% 1 \ 42
30% - =1
20% - 23
10% - .
0 . 6 ] 6 | 0
S & - Y
SF S S8 I S SN IF T SF &F seo o
e f S EE oF £F FF of S8 5T oF £7SF
£ £ S A P8 SF S8 & F& LS
& ¢ & § g% 25 & 98 & & P
| s 7 7 o A
-. & o o &

;
s

7

o/

7/

\,

, (Responses shown in percents )

F:gure 8. Audience responses tc Did You Gam Any New Knowledye About MCT?

/

Almost all of the audiences had at least s_ome knowledge of MCT before

'attendlng either -the hearing or the state meetings.

The audience that.

was the least knowledgeable about MCT was Montana where the MCT issue is

just beginning to be dlscussed.

At least half of the site—visit

audiences gained new knowledge from each of the showa but the number

decreased from 63% saying at least "Some New Knowledge" for the f;rst

. show to 45% for theﬁt_hiz‘:d show.

This is substantiated by interview,

comments about tne_ redundancy of information contained in the third show.
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,Quastion 3b: What was the most important new knowledge gained?

After. each show duiring the site vlsits, the audiences were asked to
provide the most important new knowledge that they had gaintd from that

-~

show. The major comments are listed below:

Show 1

Specific information about part%cular MCT - 18
- programs : ‘ '
MCT may lead to- less local control ’ 5
Effect on curriculum --standardized VSe } . 3
individualized g
Show 2
Specific practices and results of state and 2
" local districts : )
. Impact on special categories of students 8 '’
i (handicapped, Non-English speaking, mobile) .
’ Chance of undue failure on repeated testing 7 '
small , Ji
Concerns of test validity / 3
Relationship of MCT to life success ; 3
‘ o . /\
Show 3 o e ‘/l
B o
The variation among MCT programs / 3
38 states already have MC o 3 T
-Effect on "high risk" stddents 3

“ ‘
1l . . ¢

From these responses and from the comments made during the post-show

interviews, it was obvious that some of the audience was interested at

—

L

first in information about how present MCT programs operate and how’they

L s,

differ across the country. This in turn has impligations ‘for training

-

: o
sessions using the tapes. A presentation that involves using the tapes
could definitely benefit from some preliminary orientation to existing

MCT programs if the audience is similar to those present at the shows.
/o '

/
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Questlon 3c: .Was any information presented that was inconsistent

o

gith what the viewers know about MCT?
X

After each of the shows in thé site Visits, the individuals were
asked to list any information that wag presented in the show that was

inconsistent with what they knew about MCT.  The reason for this qﬁestion
. . FEVIRN ° t N .

yas to aid in judging the validity of the information that audiences were

wviewing from the tapes. Listed below are all the comments mentioned
A o . _ . ‘ N .
after each showd:
» ~ . " . /

Show 1: Inconsistent Information ™

: Not aware of areas 'where MCT is the sole ( 6)
criterion of pass/fail ! ’
- Impreséion by con team that only one test is ( 4)
. given when in reality testing-is begun in ' ’ ?
T -w=z 9th-or-10th gradeand- repeated*yeariy»for v
remediation
Con team chose some of the worst examples (2)
. Why so much testimony related to MCT:as a - 02)

retention/promotion instrument when the
pro and con teams agreed that MCT should
not be used for z: =tion?

California wants M . be used to determdne f(.2)
diploma eligibility to function as an tarly/
‘'warning system so appropriate remediatiun

-, ) can be given

No discussion of Califof\ta*s~c0ﬁﬁfsgzge of , ( 2)
having local districts set their own ‘
standards

Education is political

Students are informed of requlrements in
.New York.

Without testing, teachers do not know who the
low students are. . ‘

South Carolina does not have MCT

Tests are available for inspection (Nader)

Ralph Nad - is not an authority -on competency:
testing .

MCT 1s refuteable -

Ralph Tyler talked about a state mandated MCT

\
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Show 1 (cont.)

Ralph Tyler has advocated state mandated MCT
programs and then he comes out as CON?

Our district tests writing by.writing, not
multiple choice

Process of test development is not secretive

‘Minimum tests become maximums (Benton)

No statement regarding baseline quality of
education in South Carolina was provided
to substantiate claims '

Dr. Cronin was somewhat inconsistent between
verbalization and actual practice

Intexesting that remediation was not always
Iinked to the MCT program

Distinct failure td distinguish between
competency based education and MCT

MCT does not automatically cause an -instructional
program to improve (Pro team argument)

Abuses of MCT generalized to everywhere ,

Standards do make provisions for meastuiement
error :

Show 2: Inconsistent Information

Solely necessary for graduation (
- special education kids would take same MCT as (
prescribed for general students .
Inference that tests are translated into other (
than English :
The chance of a student being continually, A
failed simply due .to error of measurement of
- a given test. Repeated offerings of MCTs.
reduce measurement error to insignificant
levels:;’ too much made of a moot point
Children must past test in spite of never
having a math course with a certified math
teacher
Bias statement by Ebel -
What can be clearly tested is usually trivial
Testimony by Berry--It was a biased
study led by armed opponents to MCT
Students who fail portions of MCT can't take
other relevant courses like literature and
calculus (Schmidt) _ .
‘Florida section was grossly misrepresented
NEA does not represent Flordia teachers
feelings about this issue! '
Multiplé choice tests are the standard for MCT
Amount of testing done today (Farr)
False assumption that all MCT programs result
in pass/fail decisions about promotion/
retention and graduation

’
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Show 2 (cont. 5
)
John Myrick saying that this test, MCT would mean
) . " too much testing. To me this would displace
’ " some of the other testing, not add to it:
Do not think most tests contain items with
words not used in any other tests
Individual cases are extremely weak basis for
establishing generalizations
Distinct failure to distinguish between CBE
and MCT
Ca High degree of passing in second test ,
Special Ed. mother=-~don't believe two weeks
ample time to prepare for retake of test
What some groups claim they measure
Some of the states using MCT have reportedly
not gained what they would profess

‘Show 3:/ Inconsistent Information

f . Teaching the test
’ Differential scoring

Many of the arguments against MCT are of a
regional basis and have been addressed in
other areas ' :

Pailure on MCT is only one criterion-—true;
hbut it does have veto power

Madaus=-=-=in closing argument that 11,000 more
Florida kids would have gotten a diploma had

S : the cut score\been lower--no Florida kid was

denied a' diploma . '

MCT is not predictive, it measures special
skills - '

The CTBS is a competency test (Perna)

The test is not constructed to fail a number
of students (Bracey) ‘ .

The test error or. measurement error concerns
are not as much a factor as depicted for any
of the MCT programs where test validation
practices were adequate and ‘where repeated
testing is offered

MCT will not solve racial proﬁiems

Change in school participation’ with parent
participation teach expection not directly

" tied to increased competency \

There were testimonies still about special
education kids that failed long after
everyone conceded they (the special \\
education kids) should not ‘take the same
‘test AN

Sincle MCT concept. Realityr—numerous AN
variations
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Question 3d: What were the most persuasive;points made by the pro

team? The con team? ' , l .

In order to see what points the audiences were'picking up in the

hearing and the shows, a question was asked which had them identify-the
most persuasive points made Ly each of the teams. '

FProm the hearings. Respdnses to pro and con team points were clearly

targeted to issues of effects on studentse. Statements about the pro team

also frequently cited effects on curriculum and public perceptions of

education. Statements about the con team did not as often contain

evidence for effects on curridulum or public perception, but appeared to

’

focus more on specific effects or factors about MCT, e.g.; cut=score
unreliability and'other cautions about using tests. Other points even
though not frequent from the con team, appear to be\that resource
allocations on curricnlun/improvement strategies would be better’ than
resources . going to MCT. Combined pro and con team points might be
charactefized as providing information about (a) potential for MCT given
.some actual cases of positive MCT programs, and (b) pitfalls to avoid in
undertaking an MCT prbgram.‘ Little evidente was gathe;ed to suggest that

strong information about how to implement a program was presented.

From the state visits. Below are listed the major points that were

mentioned bybthe regpondents:

(SN

Show 1
Pro .
M> . itifies individual needs for ’ 31
renediation
MCT programs indrzas? accountability, 26

credibility and puvhiic confidence
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Show

Pro (cont.)

Con

Show

Pro

Con

1

MCT focuses objectives and improves the
curriculum

MCT assures that necessary 8kills are being
mastered

No single test should be a sole criterion
Tests and test items ure imperfect

MCT reduces local control of curriculum '
Tests do not match what is taught

Tests are redundant sources of information

Minimums can become maximums

2

Districts can have positive results
MCT increases accountability, credibility,
and public confidence

‘Passing levels can be made with informed

. judgment :,

There is a better chance of students receiving
instruction and remediation

Minority children also need the skills

Making choices (as in multiple choice tests)

is a way of life

There is a low chance of repeated undue
failure

Teachers should be involved with MCT
development

Expect high, get high

MCTs are culturally biased
Danger of mlsclaSSification and labelling of
students

Curriculum can be narrowed

Tested skills do not imply success in life

Arbitrariness of cut-off scores

Evaluation should not be based on a single
criterion

Tests often do not have currlcular validity

.26

1y

39
22

©10 -

10

25
10

15
14

13
10
¢ 9



Sth 3

Pro .
Some school districts have been successful FJ%%
upgrading
MCT increases accountability, credibility and = 13
public confidence
Minorities support MCT
There is an increase in positive aititude

~ ®

Con

Schools can improve without MCT, 2

Tests determine the curriculum

There will be teaching to the exams

Cut-off scores are arbitrary

Decisions should not be based solely on the
test '

There needs to be special treatment for the
handicapped

wn

Specific'knowledge gained from the pro team's case appeared to be
easily related to the three hearing issues. Individuals felt that the
p;o team points included ‘that MCT could (a) assist to identity students
in need of remedial instruction, (b) facilitate in assessing individual
students' strengths and weaknesses, and (c) reduce discrimination in
schools by identifying students' educational deficiencies'and thus
revealing any potqptiql discrimination thch led to the deficiencies.

, .
Effects on cﬁrricﬁlum were related to arguments thht (a) MCTs'were useful
for identifying instructional objectives, (b) assisted to focus
curriculum across schools, districts or a state, and (c) standardized
instruction resulted in more efiicient remédiation of basié skills and

-

thus greater flexibility in other areas. Finaliy, the above points
. /
appeared to be somewhat persuasive in convincing viewers that MCT would
have a positive influence on the public perception of education. An

example is several viewer comments related to the fact MCTé might aésisp

to reduce discrimination and improve educational programse.



Information gained froﬁ the con téam's case can also be classifie
around effects on studénts, curriculum and publie perception of
education. However, the points were addressed through a'different
perspective and were not seen as clearly related to the hearing issues as
the pro team's case. Arguments about effects on stﬁdents.focusgdlon
negative effects of labeling students who fai} MCT, effects of uﬁfeliable
tests and cut scores aﬁd effects due to lost educational opportunities if
students were retained in érédes or denie& high school digplomas. Effects
on the curricuium incl;ded reduced,éurriculuar emph;ses due téyoverly
focused'ﬁttention 6n‘minimums, teaching to.the test vs. teaching goward
skills or objectives and reduced number of courses av;ilablg as a result’
of the increased number remedial classes. Effects on pgblig percéptién
appeéred to cente;-on the above issues aéd that MCTs would not by

J

themselves have a positive impact on education or the public's perception
of education. A -

' Although the caseé éaﬁ belrelated to the three hearing issues,
comments from both the edited vi&eétapes and thé hearing indicated that
the audiences did not perceive the pro:and con teams to address the sarm-
dissues, and that neither team was'directly addressing thg issues. Thus,
although subsequent analyses of the cases and testimony reveals that it

¢

is possible to organize the teams' cases around the issues debated in the
i .

‘Clarification Process, this was not apparent to the audiences. This is

probably a characteristic of the personal testimony approaéh to

presenting information. This approach is characterized by individuals

giving their reactions which generally cut across issues. In the pro
team's casey, the general impression often was that MCTs are good, have

he lped focusvprograms and generate public support. The con team's case
¢ ’ ! .
: /
/
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was more often perceived as focusing on technical issues such as the
effects of using a singie test for high school graduation or graée

promotion/retention. The pro team's contention that MCT was only one of

- , .
severil criteria did not r@sult in a ?iififii:iion of this specific issue /7

since the audience expressed confusion about e issue, il.e., individuals
~felt no case was made that the MCT was used as a "sole criterion."’ 1In
this case the auﬁiences felt'th§t the pro team had "defeated or won" this
point by showing that the MCTs were never used as a sole criterioﬁ. The
- purpogse of thig example is to illustrate that the viewers gained
knowledge which was not necessarily related to the specific phrasing of

the issues debated.

-3
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Question 3e: Who were the most effective witnesses for the pro '

team? For the con team?

In an effort to analyze thg strength of the two teams argumenﬁs, the
audiences were asked to identify%which Qitnesses they thought were the
most effective for each team. T\e question was asked after each show
during‘thé site visits. To help the groups keep traék of the witnesses'
names; they werg given a list of .}tnesses names that apgggﬁ:inzzlggg; )

’ . !
show. Below are listed the most effective witnesses for each of the

shows.
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‘ ‘ Most Effective.Witneaebs‘gor Pro and Con Teams

. \ ners o o

.

““-n
Show 1
_— i
!
. Pro : ‘.
° Michael scriven (57) -
e Director of The Evaluation Institute, University of San
Francisco

—

James Popham (14)

Pro team leader
South Carolina educators (13)

Paul Sandifer (1l1)
Director of Research, South Carolina Department of Education

Laurie Collier (8) - j
. Supervisor for Business Education, Newport News Echools, /
' Virginia .,'
Joseph Murraf\(6) - .
State Loé?slator, South Carolina o ,

‘Gary Leonard (6) .
Principal, Mt. Pleasant Academy Elementary School, South
Carolina )
Virginia Witness (Unspecified) (6)
7

e

' Deborah Meiers (Sl) ]
Principal, Central ‘Park East Elementary School, New York City
-Ralph Nader (44
Director of The Center for Respon ve Law, Washington, D.. C.
Ralph Tyler (38) ' oo
Consultant., Science Research Associate, Chicago, Illinois
.Arthur Wige {(21) ) ,
= : Senior §v al Scientist, Rand Corporation
Gilbert Austin (11) h
- Co=Director, Center for Educational Research, University of
Maryland ( ) :
Joséph Cronin (8)
o Former Illinois Chief State School Officer
i
\ o Show 2 ~ o _ ' -
L TN |
- Pro |
bert Schilling (45)
/ * " Superintendent, Hacienda La.Puerta District,’ California
. Robert Ebel (42) .
e rofessor of Education, Michigan State University
;Ralph Turlingtqp, (26) -
. Florida Commissioner of Education
\ ony Trujillo (10) . - A
b o ,(/’::kntuperintendent Mt. Tamplpair Union High School District,
: ,California ) / .

Morris-Andrews (7) :
Executive Director, Wisconsin Eduoation CounCil
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Con
Robert Calfee (34) :
Professor of Education, Stanford University
Robert Linn (24)
_Department of Educational Psychology, University of Illinois
Roger Farr (17)
Professor of Research in Education, Indiana Univeristy
Patricia Shea. (16) : ; : )
" Mother of Handicapped Child, Peoria,!Illinois
. Lorenza Schmidt (15)
e ‘ State School Member, California
. Shirley Chisholm (10)
! U.S. Congresswoman .t
Claire Sullivan (8) ’
Florida Association of Supervisor and Curriculun De elopmert,
President .
1 Mary Berxy!| (6) . ‘
Commissibner/and Vice Chariman, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
. Nathan Quinones (6) - h\\\\\
. Executive Director, Division of High Schools, New York City
o ‘Mel Hall (5)
Program Director, Sangoma University, Illinois

\

Show 3

~ Pro
- William Raspberry (33)
Syndicated Columnist, The Washington Post
Detroit Edueators (19)
Clara Rutherford (19) e
Detroit Schools School Board Member“\.
- Craig McFadden (8) -
Director of Psychological Services and Testing, Goldsboro City
Schools, North Carolina
Michael Priddy (8)
//;~—_____.——— Director of- Research, Planning and Evaluation, Guilford County
’ Schools, North Carolina e
. Stuart Rankin (8) .
3 . . Asgssistant Superintendent Research, Evaluation and Planning,
' Detroit f_ .
"Linda Spight (7) »
Test Coordinator, Henry Ford ngh School, Michigan
James Popham (6)
Arthur Jefferson (5) e
Superintendent, Detroit, Michigan)\Schools

-

~

«  Gerald Bracey (20) - : . o I
) Director of Research, Evaluation, and Testing, Virginia
Department of Education ;
Frederico Penna (18)

Attorney and Colorado State Legislator
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Show 3

Con (cont. )
Henry Stevens (ll) :
Teacher, Camden Public Schools, New Jersey
William Shine (10)
Superintendent, Washington Township Public Schools, New Jersey
‘Kathleen Gilbert (10)
Teacher, Hope Valley Elementary Sohool, North Carolina
Esther Lee (10) . .
Title I teacher, Camden Public Schools, New'Jersey
George Madaus, (5) L . ‘
Con team leader
Lawrence McNally:.(5)
Director of Public Services, North Port—East Port School
Diqtrict, New York -

~

The witnesses who were rated as most effective presented eilther
persuasive points (Question‘3c);or knowledge gained (Question 3a). It'is
also interesting to note that the pro team leader, Jim Popham, was rated
as an effective witness by 14 viewers. To a lesser extent, witnesses not

- R o N
rated as effective were identified with inconsistent\information

" o

(Question 3d). These data would be useful if further editing were to be
done to produce a one-hour- tape, or if one were to use only particular
segments of the tapes rather than the complete ‘three-hour set.

\

In sSummary, the Clarification Process clarified or, provided
clarifxing information related to MCT.~nThis'statement is supported éy
comments related to information gained and persuasive pdintsvmades . The
statement is‘also'tempered by the fact that viewers cited numerous cases .
where they. believed_nisinformation .was relayed. Although there was no

(consensus as to the misinformation, findings here support our personalv
'Judgments- Specifically, viewers indicated. thaL individuals' testimony
did leave some nisimpressions. Finally,-most\individuals responded that‘.
they gained neu information. This information is best characterized as a
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synthesis ani overview of what ex:st. within MCT programs. Iittle

evidence was observed that the Clarification Process added to the body of
knowledge on MCT. The objeéti;e of the Clarification Process was to
provide indiviéuals' with existing information on key MCT issues. This
objective was met and appears Fo be a viable oBEective for the
Clarification Process approach. ' Other approaches will probably be as
‘effective when the study or #eseérch is»prima;ily'intended tb add to a

knowledge base or to disccver new facts.

;
-/
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4. Did the audiences perceive the information'to be useful in terms of

[

pending policy or program decisions?

\ &

o, . Question 4a: What was the audience's opinion of MC'.P before the
i

hearings or tapes and what change occurred, if any?

Audiences both at the hearings and at the'_ site visité were asked to
B rate their opinion of MCT before and after sgeing the MCT Clarification
“ Process. The results from these questions are summarized in Figure 9 foz:
the hearing audience and in Figure 10 for the state visit audiences.
Detailed responses for states are in Table 4A.in-_Appendix E.

~

¥ 100% + . -

S0% ~
| 806%- Before Hearing - Aiter Hearing
N =62 . T N=61
70% | . | :
60%4 * - . R ‘

50% -

" 40% -

30% 4
. 29 32

0%d 24
20% 7

10% ‘ N | 13-

o oL [7 7
: ‘ N 2 4 ot

(\9 ) ? lo\)"s Q'b‘ (\9

i o

N ® >
S o o @
: .

o°

Figure 9. Hearing audiences’ res.~nses to How Would You Rate Your Opinion of MCT?
(Responses shown in percents.)  ° "
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Figure 10. Site audiences’ responses to How Would You Rate Your Opm:on of MCT?
(Responses shown in percents )

f ~

»

Both at the hearings and _at the state visits, in general, the opinion
N _ of MCT remained.’constant or slightly improve’d. It should be remembered,
however, that not all the persons at the siten visits were able to stay
for the whole day.l Montana respondents were much more ofavorable after

viewing the shows. This is especially- interesting since Montana is just

beginning to consider MCT. 1In states where-programs have been instituted‘

" \

to some dlegree - Californid, Florida, and Illinois - the opinions dia net
change appreciably. In 'Wisconsin, where people have been di“scussing. the

issue of MCT for awhile .and where a decision is about to be made, it is

not surprising to see little change from the inicial opinion- In Texas

it is difficult to determine from the smali sample size but the tapes may

have made a bipolar situation even more SOe-

t ) . PR
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It was"not anticipated that viewing the tapes or attending the

hearing wouid substantially change individuals’ opinions’foi or .against

MCT. Instead, these data are primarily intended to provide descriptive

information about opinions toward MCT across and within states. An

intexuvsting observation at -the hearing
. . . !

hich was not observed across
states was theldecréase in the tendency to rate neutfal one's opinion‘of
MCT. Another interesting find%né is tha“ no one in Florida was opposed -
to MCT. It is clear th&hna substéntial sector.within Florida does oppose
MCT-—a£ least’in its current form in Florida. Thus, although most
respondents in the study favor MCT, the gen;ral population is probably

v

less in .favor.

-5 N . o
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Question 4b: What MCT issues were the audience most concerned about

and would the information from these shows be useful in relation to

these issues?

In the site visits, after all three shows had been viewed the .
audien%e‘wws asked to identify-what MCT issues were of most concern to
them and if the information in the éhows might be ugeful to them. Listed
in Table 7 are the major issues that the audiences listed as being most

concerned about.

. ’ Table .7 '
What MCT Issues Are You Most Concerned About?
(Five or More Responses)

"

. Impact on curriculum g* 17
Diploma attachment . | 11
Rémedial program 10
éut-off scores/étandardgﬁ | 8

Loss of control for development - 8

' Criter;on validity _ 7
impaét on miho;ity students ' 6

4//—‘ Use or misuse of ﬁCT résu}ts ‘ 5
Emphasis on oge test | 5

After identifying the issues that were important tH the audiences,

they were then asked if and how‘fhe-informatiog would be useful to them,

Listed below are the comments to this question.
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Summary of if and how information will be useful to audiences

'Beingaware of what practices axe going on (6)
Identifying issues ‘for discussion (6)
Informing public about processes and practices . . (8)
Staff development workshops (4)
To provide questions and discussion among educators §3)
Provides persons and places who can serve as 2)
resources
In countering the "con" view (2)

In presentations against "pro"
Educate public about shallowness of the opposition
In re-evaluating sur tests
Evidence to cite )
.Identified outcomes as related ‘to both curriculum and insi:ruct:ion
vivid examples Ior recall
In dealing with school administration and teachers
Districts using the tests discussed methods for involvement with
positive results
No=-only raised issues I already knew about but didn't provide a
basis for decision-making
Texas has not mandated that performance on its assessment be tied
to graduation promotion. This information will be helpful if
that issue comes up on a statewide basis or as local districts
may elect to pursue it. B
The opinion that minority students will do and achieve what is
. axpected and taught to them.
Minimally because level of p-esentation was not aimed at the

_ technician. '
Become more active to see thaL Illinois retains local control ’ .
policy. Arguments for local contro. are strengthened due to )

fear of centralization /
~"From the eomments, the information will be primarily useful for

making persons aware of what is presently happeningland the‘issues tﬁat
need to be addressed. It will also be useful for stimulating discussion
in meetings and Qorkehope. Few responses indicated that the information
was directly useful in'making a decision or cheoosing a direction.
However, the statement "I plan on becoming more aotive to see that
Illinois retains a local control poiicy" is an exahple of a decision or
position faciiitated by the Clarifieation Process. Again, it is positive

that individuals who viewed the tapee felt they were useful for awareness

or general'discussion purposes. Seldom are decisions or judgments based
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upon "revelations" obtained from a single experience or source of
information, but the information from the Clarification Process can

assist with discussions, deliberations or decisions about MCT.

-
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Question d4c: Was the audience at the hearing interested in using the

three one~hour edited tapes?

One of the questions on the queutipnﬂaire distributed at the hearing
sted how interested the audience would ke in using the three tapes that
wére going to he edited from the complete hqaring; tapess Fifty-five
. responses were obtained with 13 (22%) very interested, 29 (49%)
interested and 14 (24%) not interested in using the edited tapes. This
finding is fairly consistent with the responses obtainéd in selecting
states(ésr the site Yisits in which 12 states were\gpntacted to obtain
six whicﬁ were willigg to participate in viewing the videofapes.
Similariy, it appears that approximately half the PBS stations will air
the shows. Thus, some interest in the information from the Clarification
Process does exist even though some |[form of MCT is established in
approximately 38 states. The qualifier "some" is used intentionally. It
is significant that five states were not interested for various reasons,
and the‘times when the PBS broadcagts will occur are clearly not prime
time. The PBS broadcasts might best be described as opportunities for

others to tape for later use rather than the prime target being the PBS

viewers (see PBS section for fuller discussion).

89



Question 4d4: How uuéful will the information from the hearings and

shows be for various functiona?

Four possible functions were identified for the information from /thc

hearing and shows. Viewers were asked to rate the usefulness of the

information for performing four functions:

1. Formulating a policy about adopting an MCT program
2. Assisting with the implementation an MCT program
3. Informing the general public about MCT
4. Revising or dropping an MCT program
)
(The fourth function was rated only on the questionnaire given at th

.

site visits.) Flgures 1l and 12 contain responses for the hearing and

state audlences, respeéti.vely. Detalled summaries are contained in

.

Table 4d in Appendix E.

100% 1
90%
"
80% - \ :
70% 4 " Fomulating Policy Assisting " Informing Public
N= 59 Implementation N=61
60%-1 © N=67
\ » '
50% - . 51 .
46 ‘ 46
40% - . | v T
36 i : :
30% h 35 ]
18
20% -
10% 12 12
0 ‘ 1 i
Not Useful Highly Not | Useful Highly Not JUseful Highly

Useful Useful Useful ' Useful Useful Useful

Figure 11. Hearing a’udiences'.' responses ip Rate the Use of the Information from the
Hearing for Diffarent Purposes. (Responses shown in percents.),

|
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A
90% 4
Formulating Assisting Informing " Rovisling or
80% - Policy Implomentation Public Droppling
N =122 N=119 N=118 N=,90'
70% - ' :
60% - 62 : RIEE
50% 61 - |
40% - 20
30% A 32
20 26
20% 4
10% - 12 3 13 | 1
0 , -
‘ OIS ‘x\‘?\*& ;o & .:o‘ QIS ‘ﬂ\‘?\:& “w‘ N ‘g\@‘\ *\,\
‘\0’0\ \\’o 09"\ @0’0\ 0’0 Q\oﬁo ‘\0’0\ oﬁo\ -\\Oo 00.\ \)’e 00"\

Figure 12. Site audiences’ responses to Rate the Use of the Information Imni these,
i Shows for Different Purposes. (Responses shown in percents.) , '

This ig very important in that it reflects the overall utility of the
product for the states. Some very interesting patéerns can be seen from' ’
Figures 11 and 1l2.

First the audiences in the states and at the hea}ing saw the
information more useful in the areas of formulating poiicy and informing
public, and less useful in the areas of agsisting imélementation and
revising or dropping a program. For areas ofigeneral informational need
the audiences saw the information as useful. When specific information
is needed, such as in the implementation or revising/dropping functions,

. N

the information was not seen as useful.

It is even more interesting to study the distriﬁution of opinions

between the different states. Views vary depending on the level of e

.
-

implementation currently in each state.’ The reactions.of the~audiences‘— .
in Califoria and Florida were typica}ly lowér than those in the other
states.’' For the sake of simplifiéatipn, the states have been separated

aé to level of implementation: and the weight;d means ére presented in

Tab¥e 8-
| ’ ' 91 - . S | -
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TABLE 8

Use of the Clarification Process

Weighted Mean Responses of States S
' Categorized by Inplementation Level S
| jl' Highly Useful
. | , 2 = Ugeful
L - 1 = Not Useful -
Formulating. 5Aesist1ng Inforning = Revising ..
Poley .~ Implementation -  Public and Dropping
Leglslative mandate He 1.9 B R K T
California A
Plori@a ‘~ .’ o
MCT in. use but not mandated M= 1,7 5 119 —_— 2.3 - : Z,i
Mnote 0 W B o B “
Pending decision M« 23 1.7 23 1.6
Wisconsin Nﬁ_,zz \ o 2l ?2 . . a4
Under consideration CMe 2,2 Ly L4 " \2.1'
| =25 24 24 %
Montana \ | C | . ;
“« \ d
E i?:f ) : \. ..‘ll)ii\
"'mﬁsnm S | \, S o
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© From Table 8 it\Eanshe&seen that Formulating Policy and Informing

<
AN

‘Public still rate theAlowest\Emong the four function categories, but the

i

stdtes now haVing legislative mandates usually gave lower ratings in all

four categories. Consistently higher ratings were from Montana and

Wisconsin where MCT is under consideration. The Informing Public
category was rated highest.across all four-levels of MCT implementation.

‘Apparently, information from the hearing is more useful at the beginning

stages of the deCision-making process and for general information than

| for revising existing programs or making implementation decisions on

3
i

policies.

In summary, ‘the information from the 'clarification Process was rated
as'useful for general information and discussion. Interest’ exists in

using the information from the videotapes based upon responses from state

visits, the hearing and the PBS survey. Thus, the Clarification Process

is effective using the criterion outlined in our introduction, i.e.,‘the

information should be useful as one source of influence in decisions"or

deliberations.:

\
One caveat is needed in concluding.that the Clarification Process'
;

accomplished .the objectives outlined in Chapter I.- Spebifically, a high‘

level of "self-generated" interest in using the’ Clarification Process -

infofmation,has not been evidenced to date in informationﬂobtained within
this evaluation.’ Six states declined to’participate in a one-day meeting
and Within states, individuals did not/;xpress overwhelming interest. “In

: /
summary,/once the information is Viewed, positive responses are made. It

-
’

is important that dissemination type efforts such as those initiated by
thHe NIE/be continued and that support, fiscal and personnel, be provided

for these efforts.
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5. What is the viability of this approdach for other NIE efforts?

v o

N Question‘Sa: 'ﬁow does tﬁe video preSentatién format coméare to

P

\ R . N
written evaluation reports? .

)

) The Clarification Process &as chosen as an alternative to the more

_traditional evaluation report procedu%éb One viability concern was : T L
whether audiences would find the Clarification Process at least as useful

as a written report. Table 9 contains a summary of the responses to a
. . \ A N 4

-

N \ -
question presented on the state visits questionnaire. N
. D g
‘.
_///
\‘ -
_J
a ‘ -~
. /
¢
- m' N
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. How the Clarifiéa;ion Process Cbhpgres to & Written Report | f
| | Number o Standard
U L Not ag good . About the same  Better than | Responding Mean Deviation
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The results were overwhelmingly in favor of the video tapes as
compared to a written report--81% favored the video presentation. At two
. of the eite visits, Los Angeles and Texas, a11 t-e participants agreed- $\\\e4
-that‘the video presentation was'hetter._ The most negative reaction came
from the Florida visit.

Audiences seemed to feel that watching the video presentation was

- more intéresting_than reading a reporc. - Their main concérn was their

: ' inabilitv-to analyze and chsck the validity of the data for themselves.
The negative response from the Florida audience could be because this
question came after the third show. During the final a&guments of the

con teah,in the third show, a strong point is made that if the cutPoff

3\,
\,
\

score for\the Florida test was lowered by three points, 11,000 more
' ;students would have received their diplomas. The Florida conceXn'stemmed

PN :
frgm the fact that no Florida student to date has been denied a diploma
v based On the test. This 1ed then to comments concerning the

iy

,Clarification Process' proieness for "gross misrepresentation ‘of facts."
. For the partg of the audience that responded positively to the video

pre entation method, the mdin emphasis was the appropriateneés of the

:4pes for a variety of audiences that specifically included parents and

school board members; It was felt they might be willing to spend a few
hours viewing and discussing the: tapes but would probably be unwilling to
invest even the same time in reading a report. ‘

It is hey to note that the viability and attractiveness of the

- Clarification Process rests largely on the fact that a video formatfwa;\t
) / g o .
rated superior, to a written format in generating audience interest and in

being useful for stimulatiny discussion on issues. This statement does
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not negate the need for written materials 1ike the User's 3uide to

~

support the videotapes. The written materials addvess’ some of the .

criticisms above related to checking datJ Finally, it-is 1éss~¢ieaf
that the adversarlal aspecL of the Clarifi'ation Process was felt to be a

’

strong~contributor to\the interest in the materials.

]
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QE estion Sb' What other educational issues do. you th;nk could be

A ; covered effectively using the Clarification Prccess?

I
v§ One indication of the audience's reaction to th ie Clarification
Process is to find what other educaticnal isgues they feel might be
° addressed in a clarification hearing. Below iz a listing of the tcpics
‘mentioned by the audiences:’
.Bilingusl education- ' : (18)
School #inance : ' v (13)
Tax tuition credits : (10)
Curriculum issues . : (6)
Special education and mainstrzaming T B (6)
’ " Teacher evaluation S _ (6)
School discipline procedurns 4 L (4)
" Tuitiort vouchers . L L (4)
~ Teacher unions : : ' C (4)
Busing and desegragaticn (3)
Federal intervention and local control ’ T (3)
Back to basics - _ . (2)
Gifted and Talented programs . (2)
Vocational education ) - (2)
Private schools 4 - . : «(2)
‘Sexism in education ‘ﬁﬁ“ ) = (2)
Parental involvement (2)
Compensatdry education v
! Career education
. . Beginning reading

Art and music education )
Education in the performing arts
Sex education -
A School's role in character building
\ Methods. of instruction
\ Student grouping
| Computer-assisted instruction
\  Competency-based education
Teacher competency testing
Teacher tenure
Negotiations
Block grants )
Differential staffing
School ocrganization
School closings . .
istrict testing programs ) o : L !
rogréﬂ evaluation ’ /
gtedictive testing-~SAT, GRE, LSAT L
partment of Education ' /
Community college issues '
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Evaluation of the User's Guide

One of the products of the MCT.Ciarification Process was a User's
Guide designed to be used as a supplement to the edited tapes and the

hearing. \\ ) _ o e

The draft User's Guide contained the following sections: |
\ | Preface - ‘ °
I. Introduction (3 pages)l
| Background and purpose of the guiae
II. Clarification'gearing: Describtion and Background (4 pages)
/dverview of hearing, its pianning, development; goals and
objectives I | e |
o T L
III. The Cases: "Ero and Con’ (13 pages)’
Outline o£5thé cases preseﬁted by the teams °
ﬂIV. Discussion Guide (15 pages) -
Poses questions referring to specific testimony in the
hearing that a decision should address
Ve Suggested.ﬁses;for Taées and Transcripts (15 pages)
Formats;for using the.tapes,anu manuscripts
| VI. SunmhrygofTWitnesses Testimony (134 pages)
Summary of each person s testimony (categorized by state or
area;of expertise) plus graphics/presented as ‘evidence at .

“

the-hearing
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VII. Resource Guide and Index (29 pagés)

as List of witnesses and location of‘testimony within the

editea.tape, the'complété tapes, the hearing transcript, or

the User's Guide

b, References to documentory evidence introduced at the

3

hearing

c. Bibliography of references used by teams |

Respondents were asked whether the User's Guide was useful as a

supplemenﬁ to the videotapes.' Table 10 reveals that 86% felt it was.

A question from thé'site-visig\questionnaire concerned the usefulness

of the User;siGuide for the same functions as were listed as‘possibleﬁ“ 

,-

uses for the edited tapes and the hearings. The quest;ons were oniy
asked at five of the sites because the'QIaft was.not available for the
first-three site visits with the special interest groupé and»tﬁg.twb’
Caiiféénia groups. it sﬁoul@ be ‘noted Fhaﬁ less £han.half the audiences
responded-tb these items. This response rate was ;ikely a function of

! \
the minimal time available to review the User's Guide.in a one-day

session in which three hours of tapes were viewed and discussions were
held about MCT and the Clarification Process. The results of this |

. question are shown in Figure 13.
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Table 10
Usefulness of User's Guide as "Supplement

| \ ’ ; No Yes ’
N % N % N
. Sites ' vT
————— . H
Florida ‘ - 0 (0) 7 (100) 7
Illinois 1 (11) - 8 (89) 9
Montana : ~2(14) 12, (86) 14
Texas ‘ 1 (8) 11 (92) 12
wisconsin 2 (24) 13 (77) <17
TOTAL " o 8 (14) .51 (86) 59
Fomu!ating . Assisting ' - : |nf0‘rming"'
100%q Policy Implementation Public
90% - ‘N=59 N=57 - N =60
s 1 : 6
80%-
70% 4 s 74
60% A 64 1
50%- ’
48
40% -
30%4 . , .
20% - : 2 - - 2 25
10% . s
12 9
0 - —
Little Usseful Highly Little Useful Highly Little Useful Highly
Use Useful Use ' Useful . Use Useful

! Figure 13. Site audiences’ responses to How Would You Rate the User's Gu:da Ior
// Different Purposes? (Responses shown in percents.)
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The results of this question for the User'sﬁGuide difffr from the

results obtained when the audience was asked the same question about the

edited tapes. The mean answer for all three uses is around 2.1 where "2“
. \ ,

is "useful." Therefore the User's Guide was rated as equally useful in

v

all three categories, although somewhat greater variability was noted for

AN
responses to informing the public. Additionally, ratings of 2.1 for the

User's Guide were higher than videotape ratings for assisting with
implémentation (1.7), revising or dropping (1.9) and were lower than
informing the general public (2.4).

‘ This supports the conclusion stated earlier that the written
materials support areas cited as weaknesses about the videotapes. The

’ audiences responded that the User's Guide would be a useful resource

after viewing the videotapes and would be more useful than the videotapes

in actually making,progrpm offpolicy decisions. Scme comments were that

the User's Guide was lengthy and individuals wanted to check the

representativeness of the summaries in the User's Guide with the
. . v - . .
presentations'in the videotapes. .

Finally, a User's Guide or written méterials should be included as

products in any future efforts. Based on the'state'visits, it appears
that one or at most two hours of videotapes will be sufficient and'uould
allow more time for attending to and using information in the User's

Guide for discussion or deliberations.

-
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Information frbm Public Broadcasting Services (PBS) Stations

One of the anticipated outcomes was that PBS stations across the
country would broadcast the document§ry and the tﬁree hearing tapeg.
They were originally scheduled to air September 17 and the three“
successive Thufsdays thereafter. It was left up‘to Fhe individual PBS
staﬁions“whethe; they would broadcast the shows then, at a later time; or
at all.. Questioﬁné res regaraing-the broadcasting of the shows and their
comments concerning th qualify were sent by the Sputhe;n.Educational
Caommunication Association to the PBS statiOns‘achSS the country.

Twenty-gight questionnaires were returned. Of .the 28, 19 (70%)V

planned to show at "least the documentary. To‘get an idea of the
- ! ] :

representativeness of this sample, a random sample of 28 PBS licensees

-t

~.
“

from the Directory of Informdtion Sources for Publid Television CPB were

contacted to find if they had shown or were going to show the programs. )
Of this sample 14 (50%) responded positively. This implies that the
sample of questionnnaires seems to overiepresent the percentagé"p; ]
stations that will air the programs. | '

The stations were asked to identify the dates and timeg that ‘they

would be showing the tépes.‘ This information is in Table 11.

N\
[ 4
}
4

.y

fe
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TABLE 11

" Responses on Dates and Tines Shovs Were Mred

Respor@lt _ Documentary Program | Program 2 Program )
1 10113 °(1:00p) 3 10/26 (oon) 7 1031 (woon) 7 M7 (moon) ]
10/17 (noon) ! " . : ;
LB G0p) L 05 G0 1 WL (600p) 1 U8 (ezoo'p.).l ‘
T m ﬁ iy THA ™o
Py ’(7:00 2 L W4 (0a) | 01 :0a) | 108 (9:0a,) I
s om Working with schots " — .
69 @00p) 5 WA ®M0p) S (00p) 5 108 (3:00 ) 5
) 7 10/8‘ (11:00 a.) § 'l‘0/8'~'~“ (noon) SR Uk (ll:bO-a.) 6 10/9 I(noon)_f*v.,ﬁ |
b kg | ' _
S (00p) L 47 0p) L WA (:0p) 1 1001 (W0p) |
0 10/3 (5:00p.,) 7 10/10 (5:00p.) 7 1017 (5:00 p) 1 10/2% (5:00p.) 7 
1 9 @00p) 5 101 (@00p) 5 1008 (q':oo 0 5105 (00 S
12 W (600p) 5 W0 (B00p) 5 108 (600p) 5 1015 (600 p 5
5 108 (10:00p) 5 '
o (0 3, | | R |
e 9ns (030p) 3 90 (00 G0 (00p) 5 1072 (0:30p)6
15 100 p) 0/ (100 p.) 510 (10:0p) 7105 (030p) 2
6 1 (Lep) 7 1206 (11:00 W1 1 (:00) 7 198 (0a)?
il (630a) 2 1B (630a) 2 AR (6M0a) 2

1/11/82 (6:30 8.) 2

o Suntiay .
ERICT = Saturday

"
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. . . — |
Although some of the stations are showing the programs during-evening \\\\\\\\\\;

hours, the majority are showing them during non-prime hours. It appears
. N ) ~§.!,'_

.

tﬁat the stations did not consider the MCT material to?be of sufficient
inteQest to warrant prime time broadcasts. |
Tﬁo of the stations are providing a follow~up séssiopf-
Comments'éoncerﬁing the length of the p;oérams‘and the series
‘ primgfily noteq\thét %t was too long. Most stations (and this~was also

. ) . . : ,
mentioned in the telephone palls),said that 30-minute segments are easier

-

to schedule than 60-minute segments. ' ) . q{// ,
were also

Comments concerning the production quality of theé progams
Sgllected. For the documentary, only one. station replied "average" while
the rest stated "good" to "excellent." Comments were made that the

. content could have been condensed and that the documentary seemd biased

ﬁoﬁard the con viewpoint.

For the edited tapes, the comments weren't as'ppsiﬁ;yg, althoﬁgh_éix
statioﬁs %esponded'"fine" to “véry good" and four said they hadn't seen
R the ﬁapes yeﬁ. Comment s ranged from "ho-hﬁm,“ "uninspired and
uﬁinspiring" aﬁd_"nbt as good as Advocates,” tj constructive comments
. such as "many ediﬁs,“ "too much déta"vand "content could pave-been.»
condensed." ‘ ' o, |
| The.g;atioﬂ; were also ;sked to éoﬁment on the éfoductiqn qualitf;
information value, énd public ihterest of the shows compared éosgther
shows the stations air.- The data ffom this queséién.are summarized in

§

lTable 12. ."
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TABLE 12

Quality of MCT Series Compared to Other PBS Shows

~
- Bottom Second Third -
Quarter Quarter Quarter
Documentary - ‘
Production quality 1 11
Information value 3 ' 7
Public interest/ \
marketability 1 7 6
Production quality 1 3 5
. Information value fl . 2 4
Public interest/
marketability 3 © 3 4
1
{06
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It appears that the shows were successful in production quality and
informational value, but doubtful public interest caused them to be aired
at non-prime times or not at all. ‘Widespread broadcast and.exposure for
the Clarification Process to the general public was not obtained.
' General access to the videotapes will be facilitated by the hgg
broadcasts. A more effective approach for reaching target audiences
night be to provide a set of tapes or materials to each State Education
Department and to provide’dissemination support. to encourage and promote.
the use of the materials. This proposal would require that the states
have the technical’capabilities needed to maintain_and distrihute-the
tapes. | | A
A . . e

| ThefClarification ?rocess is a viable approach given.its ghiectives

and the outcomes.\'It met the major objectives'cited:in Chapter I but

.

other potentially more effective and less costly variations should also.
be considered. - This is discussed more fully in the dissemination section
of the Process Findings and in the final chapter. Specific*items to be
considered.are (a) mininizing the focus on the adversarial nature,
passibly using arlegislatiVe hearing approach in.which fewer witnesses
night provide broader, more-in—depth testimony'and in which the audience
might be able to forward questions; (b) reducing‘the length of edited .
videotapes from three to one or two hourg; (c) placing more emphasis on
the‘written materials to enhance the policy or implementatiOn value ofh

the information and (d) developing a stronger dissemination effort

directed at promoting and supporting use of the materials by the intended

audiences.'
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

v ’
d
This chapter is organized around the five major evaluation questions
which are contained in Table 2. The viability question is addressed

first with responsés to other questions viewed as support and ,

elaborations to it.

~

What is the _viabii'ity of this approach for other

NIE efforts? ’ -
9

e

T

s

;& )
“The question of viability of the Clarification Process or variations

of it for future efforts by NIE or others might be characterized as a

summative question; Based upon results of information collected for this

P E

evaluation, the Clarification Process appears to be a viable approach-for .

K
¢

providing information to audiences concerned with major education or

policy issues. . C : e

Clarification Process Characteristics. In. recommgnding the
Clarification Process as a viable approach, it is critical to consider
what constitutes theJClarifidétion Process, Aspects of the judicial or

adversarial evaluation approach includes direct and cross-examination,

' use of personal judgmehts and testimbny as well as quantitative data and

18 characterized by stages in a case development process. These

‘characteristics are intended to pfoduce a variety of- information which is:

" more comprehensive than traditional evalﬁation approaches. However, the

vClarification Process is distinguished from traditional evaluation

approaches .in another important dimension. Specifically, the use of

: , o -

videotapes to present personal\testimbny is a major dimension on which
the Clarification Process differs from traditional evaluation

A ’
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approaches. In fact, it is not possible to disentangle the effects of
using videotapes as a primary reporting and dissemination technique from
the effects of using the adversarial.approach in the Clarification

Process. Future studies might attempt to look at these factors. One way

might be to use written documents from a Clakification Prooess or

adversarial approach as a primary means for communicating,the evaiﬁation'
information, and compare this to the more traditional wfitten evaluation‘
reportf Another variation would be. to present the results and findings

from a more traditional evaluation repodﬁghy videotape. Finally, fewer

witnesses testifying in. greater detail might increase audience:

participation, decrease t
strengthen the*information gained and decrease the redundancy of

testimony. .

]

Given these caveats, information from this evaluation support/s some

_areas_of the process and provides cautions which might be help l in

future applications.

. ’ / Audiences found the videctapes to be quite valuable in enerating

discussion and»identifying issues related to MCT. They felt that the

videotapes were much better than written evaluations. "ﬁetter“bwas

1

IMpterpreted as more interesting. Additionaily, participants or potential”
‘users felt that the materials were more useful éor policy or general
information purposes and less useful for program_implementation or-
revision'purposesf -Thus, responses to the utility(of the'Clarification-

Process are consistent with findings of Worthen and Rogers (1977) and

Wolf (1979) in which adversarial approaches were more useful for.

summative than formative type decisions.

- -

o
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Respondents indicated that areas such as bilingual education, school

finance, tax tuition credits, curriculum issues, special education and

mainstreaming and oompetency based education are issues which might be
addressed by the Clarification ﬁrocess. Other topics are listed in
Chapter 4. |

Timeliness. Given a recomMendation that the Clarification'Process is

a viahle approach, it is important to offer comment s separately for the
edited videotapes, Yritten materials and-the hearing. First, those who
participated in the sessions conducted for this evaluation provided
positive reactions that the videotapes were an interesting information
source. However, it is)also notable and significant that 12 states were
contacted to .obtain a sample of six who were interested in participating
in the sessions. While it is possible that factors other than their
interest in the materials,affected the decision not to participate in

. these sessions, the expressedfreason in each state except one was the
"untimeliness" of the infornation. Specifically, five states declining
either. (a) felt that they had already addressed the issues related to
MCT, or (h) did not wish to use the Clarification Process materials
because they might raise sensitive issues given the current political or

. policy factors within the state. o7 -

It will generally be necessary to have a movement such as MCT .
somewhat underway before sufficient information willvbe'available for a
study. On the other hand, if the\study is conducted after most decisions
and policies have been implemented, then it is less likely that the studzhg

4
can have an impact. MCTs have been established in approximately 38

states, and it is likely that other states have considered MCT. Thus,

much information exists related to the MCT programs and many MCT

v
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decisions and policies are in place. . Given this.factor and the evidence
that the Clarification Process information is more useful for genkral

information in making policy level decisions;‘it appears that materials
from the Clarification Process would be most useful in reviewing policy

and informing audiences about MCT and its possible ramifications.
. -

Use of Materials. .Although the Clarification Process materials

appear to assist in highlighting issues which might need to be addressed
in implementing or revising an MCT proygram, they do not‘provide specifics
on MCT implementation type decisions. These might include how to
maintain student records in MCT programs, how to ensure test security,
how to handle reciprocity of MCTs across school districts, steps to takev

\‘\

in developing MCTs and setting standards. The User's Guide will be more

useful than the videotapes ‘in this area. Thus, the combination of User's

Guide and videotapes appear to have value even in states or areas where

MGT programs are established.> This use ranges from reviewing current

policy or implementation decisions to identifying. issues which have not

. been adequately addressed to simply informing audiences, e.g., a school

board, about the range of issues in MCT.
The Hearing. The hearing which was an integral part of the

Clarification Process was not well attended. Several reasons were cited

in Chapters 3 and 4. The strongest explanation appears to be the fact

~

that individuals are not able or interested in‘committing three days to

&

attending a hearing. Rather, the information in the shorter edited

videotapes and User 8 Guide appear to have more interest. Given that’
e :

individuals who attended the hearing and viewed the videotapes felt that

some\additional information was attained‘in the hearings, future

applications shouldvmaintain‘soﬁe interest in the audience for the

. . - L]
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hearing. Interest in attending a hearing wili'be gr@ater if the hearing

is less than three days, i.e., a one- or at most two-déy hearinge.
(% : . '

Attendance at a hearing might increase if earlier invitations were sent

or if regional hearings were held in major population areas, e.g., Wolf's
handicapped hearings. !

Finally, thé actual hearing might be critical fo# state or local

i

applications of the Clarification Process in which locﬁ} audiences were
the primary foéus. For a national study such as the Ciarification
Process, it is possible that the hearing can simply bﬁ the vehicle to get

the edited videoﬁapes. Given these factors, the NIE/should notﬂmainkain

'the hearing audience as a major target for the outcémes of future

Clarification Procéss applications without‘impleqenting a strateg# to
increase interest and attendance. These strategié; could include

(a) sponsoring regional meetings or hearings and (b):oéening the hearing
to inquiries or responses from the audience to lncrease the participation

and potential payﬁoff for any attending the hearings.

/
i

7

pid the information presented/add to the current
understanding and knowledge of Minimum Competency
Testing? . -

Results from this evaluation provided evidence that individuals
gained awareness-type:knoﬁledge as a result of attending the hearing and

viewing the edited videotapes. The'kﬂowledge gained can bé characterized

'

Aasieither reinforcement of existing ideas or identification of new issues

tb_consider. Numerous-examples of .misinformation were cited by viewers,

although there was no consensué'as to specific items. It'appears the

" Clarification Process is best descriﬁéd as having synthesized existing

information which is hélpfﬁilyn~understanding and discussing MCT. As

e , ‘
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elaborated earlier, knowledge from‘the pro team's case was more easily
. :
and directly identified with the three MCT issues debated in the |
Clarification Process. Other evaluation approaches will iikely be as
efficient if the objectiv% is to generate new knowledgewabout an area

rather than to summarize or highlight existing information.

. ! ) o

Did the audiences perceive the information to be
useful in terms of®pending policy or proqram
decisions?

Opinions did not appear to change pro or con as a result of viewing

the edited videotapes. However, it appeared that those initially neutral

toward MCT had moved toward either pro or con positions following the

hearings but not in the state visits. B ' - ' L

Audiences clearly felt the information.from the Clarification Process

was more useful for general information or discussion than for

implementation .or.program revision decisions. 'The User's Guide was more
useful than tHe videotapes for the latter. General interest in using the

information was expressed. However, it is important to note that those

‘participating in the hearing, state visits or PBS survey represent the

most interested in using the information.

It appears the three one-hour edited videotapes are somewhat

redundant and, in any event, too long to be used- with SEA or LEA

audiences. Several participants suggested that a one-hour tape

summarizing the key points would be more useful. A one- or at most

" two~hour tape will be more helpful‘in training sessions. The reduced

time in viewing edited videotapes can be used more productively o review:

materials in the User s Guide and to facilitate discussions and

% teraetions among the audience in the session. In-summary, the

113
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audiences felt (a) the information from the,videotapes was useful,

¢

(b) three hours of videotapes were not needed and (c) the User's Guide is

a valuable addition to the videotapes.
ﬁinally, it is recommended that a greater proportion of attention or
resources be provided to promoting use and dissemination of shorter

videotapes and a User's Guide to capiﬁgiize on the potential benefits.

If few individuals or agencies actually use the materials, it will not
much matter that they would have liked them if they had used them.
Recommendations included'providing the materia}s drrectly'to State
Education‘Departments and providing training support for disseminating

-

those materials.

pid the information presented represent a fair
diversity of viewpoints on each issue that was
seen as illuminating and clarifying?

The audiences felt that a Variety of viewpoints was presented during
the hearings, and that a fair debate of the issues was provided. Thus,
the proposed advantage of the Clarification Process to previde a |
diversity of viewpoints which fairly represents both sides of an;issue
was accomplished. Alphougn individuals felt that both cases were
presented clearly, the pro team's case was rated slrghtly stronger than
the con team s in clarity of presentation. AQQdiaeussed under

information learned, this is partly attributable to differences in

arguing for or against an issue as well as any factors related to the

team's,effeCtiveness. Finally, it appears based on experiences from the :
Clarification Process and other applications of the adversarial approach,

that pro'and con sides of fssues will generally rest on different

114 » J
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agsumptions and arguments or at loast differing values asoigned to

theso. These differances aro likely to leave viewers or an audience with
the impresnion.thnt slightly diffaerent issues were.posed by the two
sides. This appears to be ajnatural charactorigtic which will be
associated with pro and con-type arguments.

A recommendation for the case development stages of‘the Clarification
Process is to use the experiences ffom the Clarification Process in
assisting to focus arguments around issues and to anticipate that
arguments will not be perfectly "responsive td each other." Again,
presenting ipformation through individuals testifying vs. through written
documentation will probably affect the degree to which the arguments are
perceived to be directly responsive to each other. That is, it is easier:
to lay out arguments in a pointfcounterpoint fashion when communicating
in yritten form than in a hearing setting. |

‘Audiences also felt that comprehensive cases were provided by the pro
and con teams, with th<&§§}team's case viewed as more comprehensive.
Regponses as to whether ioportant data were presented or omitted, or
whether misinformation was conveyed also support that the Clarification
Process resulted in comprehensive information at the policy or general
ipformatioo level.

-As specified earlier, gaining information related to actual ‘program
implementation i\ssues and more discrete level decisions were not cited as
%strengths of the/ Clarification Process. The focus was on the more .
general questions rather than the specifics. One can hypothesise that
issues framed on operational aspects of MCT programs might not be
clarified by the Clarification Process. An example is, "Should alternaten
forms of an MCT be’ developed to facilitate test security and repeated \

. « > \
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asseggmentn of ntudents." The Clarification Procass ls beat suited for

the larger isauas and more traditional approaches will probably ba at

loast an wall suited for tha oporatLOnnl, fomative typo declalons. In
the question on altornate test forms, it might be effective tovnimplyK
gather 1n£ofmntion and presant advantages and disadvantages which would
neaed to be connidorod in deciding whether to use multiplo tast foxma.
Given the advantagen and diuadvantagen, it is likely that a deciuion

could be made.

How appropriatae were the format and structure of
the Clarification Process in presenting MCT
isgues, 1i.e., ‘in what ways did the Clarification
Process help or hinder the presenting of MCT
1ssuaen? .

Respondants in this evaluation valued as interesting thé use of
individual testimony and personai judgment in presenting MCT 1issues.

This aspect of the hearings anq videotapes is a streﬁgth. The use of
individual testimony 18 not necessarily a characteristic assoclated with
the Clarification Process or adversarial approaches. It might be equally
possible to present evaluation data using other approaches by
1nc6rporat1ng video presentations.

Although the process of using direct and cross-examinatio; was rated
to enhance the presentation of issues, ccm@ents suggested that
cross—-examination was not particularly effective in some cases. Since no
advantages were cited for the attorneys who condﬁcted direct and R
cross~examination, it does not appear that legal training necessarily

increases the effectiveness of direct or cross-examination. This

statement 1is made in light of the fact that several persons at the
\ .
‘\l

L
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hearing and in state visits cited that the Clarification Process
participants were not experienced in direct and cross-examination. At
the same time, there was no indication that the participating attorneys

were more effective than the nonattorneys.

L]
'

A dry run or practice session should be given prior to the hearings.

' This "dress rehearsal™ would sharpen the direct and cross-examination and

is likely to -be as effective as any legal background or training. )

Process Recommendations

The following conclusions and recommendations are offered in light of
' . ~. - :
the strengths and weaknesses of the Clarification Process addressed

above, These are offered to faciliate futnre applications or

considerations of the Clarification Process. The following are specific

Lot

issues which will likely arise and decisions which will need to be made

in conducting.a clarification type process.

Advisory group. It is recommended that a project involve an advisory

or constituency group in designing the study, recommending particdpants
é 1"/ . .

‘and Suggesting,issues. The model used by the NIE in the Clarification

Process was to place great importance on the advisory group in this

area. ThlS facilitatgd/support for-and modifications to the study.
Timelinés. The timelines for the Clarification Process from the

initial team meetings to the hearings was approximately 10 months.~ This

seems a reasonable time given the national scope of the Clarification

Process. However, it is important to note that planning and initiating

the study also covered approximately lO months. The level of effort

-

needed for the Clarification Process was greater than anticipated.

' Decreasing burdens by using information gained in managing the

S

~.
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~Clarification Process, restricting and coordinating data collection
across teams and reducing hearing days will minimize the level of effort

“

needs. It is likely that in future applications the sqqpef‘ise.,

R ) . s -
national or local, and focus of tha.study will have,ﬁoié~impa¢t on the.
timelines and level of effort needed to conduct the study tﬁan-whethar a
Clarification Process or other appioach is adapﬁed.

Participant selection. The piocedures used to select the team

leaders and hearing officer(s) resuited in nationally kaawn indivi Pals4*
serving in the roles of-team leaders and haaxing officer. It is
difficult to estimafe the criticalness-of national.recognition and
acceptance for thesé_roles. However, recognition is likely to be more
critical in a natioaal study such as.tﬁe Claiification Proqesa than in
studiesbcondﬁated by state on'local agencies. Thus, the availability of.
individuals such as those used in the.Clarificaaion Process is E;dbably !
mora crucial.in natiqnal'studies thaa in local or state studies.

.In future appiications, the Clarification Process might better be
manaéed byltAe hearing office; rather thap,a third party cbatraator'if
the,hearingvofficer has the\timé and resources avaiiabla t; perform this
role.‘ An example of this role was the Northﬁest Regiona1 Educational
Laboratory's role in the Hawaii 3 on 2 application.. If tﬁe aponsoring
agency, in.this case the NIE, felt it was appropriate and had resouraes

" to manage the Ciarification Process, this role could be served bf the
sponsoring agency ih future studies. Again;.and it iahiméortantwﬁo note,

. that in the Clarification Process the NIE intentionally did not take a

major decision~making role given that MCT is primafily the jurisdiction-

of state and local agencies. Thus, NIE inﬁended ﬁor the Clarification
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Process to operate fairly independently. It was clear that manaéement
was a key role in both logistics and decisions réquired»throughout the
Clarification Process. It is possible that a state agency .or local

agency_might desire'and be able to manage a study in future applications.

Composition of teams. The pro and con teams differed in cohposition"

and structure, primarily as a result of the type of individuals on the

b4

teams and the proximity of the team members to each other. Our

)

) . N
conclusions were that the problems of logistics and communication for the . .

con team were greater than thoée for the pro team. The potential benefit

¢

for this constraint was wider representation on the con team and greater

distribution of case development activities across team members. Other
than the relativelngreater difficulty in commqnicqéion for the'coﬁ.team,
. .

it 4did not appea;,ghat thé team differences clearly affected the quality

IR A N - n -
< ¢ . . -

or'scope-of the casés subsequentlyvdéﬁéloped. The pro team was fatedlto

have a clearer,. more comprehensive case. Again, it is difficult to

tseparate the effect of the composition of teams from the effect of the

assignment to pro or con issues. It is likely that slightly different

cases will be developed for pro and con issues and that these differences

- effect needs for‘different team;‘compésitions-

Case development stages. The stéges usea in dgveloping the cases for
the Clarification Proceés generally appeﬁr adequate. A ﬁajor staQe was
the framing and selecting of issues. Alfhough this.ﬁill continue to be
an important stage, it is felt that tﬁe Clarification Précess or similar
qpproaches.cah‘bec;mg even more efficient through reduced £ime or
resoufceg devoted to this stage. The work done in the Clarification

Process and thoughts provided by the team leaders (Popham 1981; Madaus

1981) will facilitate issue generation in future applications. Again, it
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might assist if participantswreaiize that. the. final pro and con’ cases are

. - | g : {
likely to address -slightly different.subissues and. that thzs differences
are a natural by-product of the side of the issue being debated. {

X3

Another finding. is that the tension in the Clarifi ation Process case

{
development increased when the hearings neared’ and the teams were not i
|

always consistent in meeting deaplines- Meeting deliverables such as i’

/
position statements, plans for direct examination and cross-examination

; /

should be followed and given/a high priority. This will facilitate /
¢ . ./" .

developing cases responsive to each other'and-will minimize tensions !

# B o . : '

. o ) E 1
during the case development. : _ ' - f
. N

Tensions occurring between teams during the -case development appear
v . r

to be a characteristic of the Clarification Process and other adversarial
approaches (Worthen and Rogers, 1977). The issue of whether some sites‘
£it the MCT definition created tensions in this effort. The issue of

whether certain eVidence could be challenged was another example in the

Hawaii 3 on 2 project. These examples raise questions about the
objectives-to win vs. to clarify. It is clear that the intent of
participants was to clarify. It is not clear in adversarial approaches
when the balance,of building the strongest cases moves fromMa positive

‘ objgctive to clarify to a distracting objectise to win. hThe basic point
to be learned is that the adversarial process is likely to result in
tension between .teams. It is probably not.possible to_eliminate.this
tension. Instead, it is recommended that tension be anticipated and that

knowing and anticipating the tension will tend to minimize any negative

effects on participants or the process.

; ' ' 120
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Definitions and stipulated agreementse Evidence in this evaluation

indicates confusion among rhe hearing and state site audiences concerning‘

&

the definitions and ‘stipulated agreements used in the Clarification
Process. It is recommended that greater attention be given to explaining
the definitions. The fact the teams disputed whether some programs fell
within the MCT definition\is evidence of thevsensitiveness of clearly

understanding the definitions. Finally, the stipulated agreements were

'ﬁ:iefly reviewed at the hearing and in the edited tapes-: Audiences cited

the handicapped testimony as an example of a potential ptipulated
agreement which was addressed in the hearing. It was felt by ‘some that

MCT with handicapped students could have been a stipulated-agreement-'

'However) it was also expressed that the testimony on handicapped children

_served to more’ clearly explain the pro and con teams' positions than did

: \ . ‘ Co
the stipulated agreements on other issues. If it is not desired'to use

direct or crossfexaminationfﬁgbintroducing stipulated agreements, it is

‘important to review the reasons\;he teams have agreed to the stipulated

agreements. . \ \\\

Arrangements for the hearings. Logistics and details for the hearing

appeared to be satisfactory in most cases. ' An exception was the

attention given to the audience at the hearing. The‘audience at the

‘hearing was felt by NIE to be an‘important component of the Clarification

Process, even though the ultimate products were the videotapes. A
shortened hearing of one or two davs with earlier invitations té attend

the hearing ‘will facilitate greater participation. Additionally,

‘regional hearings could be sponsored;if audience participation is

'important. ‘Finally, in a national study such as the MCT Clarification

Process, the importance of an audience at the hearing could be viewed as
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minimal with greater attention given to' disseminating the products froma-~__.
the hearing.
NIE has widely.disseminated information about the videotapes and

materials from the Clarification Process. Other efforts'might maximize
_the impact and influence of the materials from the Clarification
Process. In future applications it would be desirable to have (a) a
training package consisting of a one- or two-hour.edited videotape,
written materials and trainer's guide, and (b) a dissemination plan in
~which resources would be devoted to setting up and providing technicalm
assistance-type sessions to intended audiences;_.

The Clarification Process findings suggest that eveniextensive g
information from a three-day hearing can probably be edited into a one-
or two-hour tape.“ Additionally, a one- or two-hour tape\can’fggiéitate

- interactions and will allow more time for interactions. A one-day
training or dissemination session is suggested due to the interest,
_logistics and econondc restraints found in longer sessions.

The decision to disseminate materials through the PBS stations
appeared to‘be effective in the sense that_wide awareness was generated
of the Clarification.Process. Hovever, there does not appear to be
wide-spread\interest in using three hours of information'on MCT.' }f PBS
broadcasts were to be considered for dissemination in future
applications, it is recommended that at most a one-hour.show be developed
as a product of the process. -Additionally, the decision to disseminate
the Clarificationf?rocess'“edited tapes through the PBS stations affected
theiperceptions of the Clarification.Process participants. These effects
included types of witnesses used, cases argued and logistics,concerned

_with taping these shows. While the influence of PBS might be argued by
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some, it is likely that Sidney Poitier and Ralph Nader would not have
been proposed as witnesses had not these shows been planned.for broadcast'
on. PB# stations. Although it is uncertain whether the impact of the PBS

broadcast materially affected the final cases presented by the teams, it

o

_is clear that these broadcasts contributed to’ the tensions and concerns'

felt by ‘the participants in the Clarification Process. Disseminating

v videotapes and materials directly to State Education Agencies might be

more effective and efficient than through PBS stations. ’

'Conclusions

This evaluation reports addressed the process and outcomes from the
MCT Clarification Process. It appears that the Clarification Process is
a viable approach for studying maJor education or policy issues. The
informationyproduced from thishapplication appears to,be_most useful_for
summative orvgeneral information'purposes.~ Recommendations'based upon
experiences from the Clarification Processvwill be helpful in futureﬁ
applications.., |

It is also recommended’that'future studies.or efforts attempt.to
begin addressing the. extent to which the adversarial nature of the
Clarification Process, - rather than the use of individual s testimony and.
presentation through videotapes, contributed to the positive evaluations
of the Clarification Process. It was not clear in the study that the
positive outcomes were dependent upon'the adversarial'aspect‘of the
Clarification Process or more a function of the videotapes and

individuals testimony. Efforts for studies in this area will enhance

evaluation utilization and impact;

| : ' 7
i Py
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Finally, it is likely that reduced days for a hearing, shorter edited

tapes, fewer witnesses presenting more in-depth testimony ‘and more direct

e
dissemination to a narrower audience will result in a less costly effort

with similar or greater impact.
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11, In your oplnlm vhat wrs the nost pmunln polnte "N
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1, Ovrell, vt & you-think are the etzengthe of the Dearinge?

14, Overall, what do you thiak ace the veaknasses of the heatinge?

Any other comsents vith specitic exasples are weloose and needed, Peel
Lren to provide thea dlzectly balow or by contacting Qury 0. Bates,

Kot thwast Reglonal ld:cntlml Laboratory, 300 8.X, $lath Avenue,
Yortlend, Orsgon mu, 1 {000 34-63%,

Hearing Evaluation Form

The Departasnt of lduutlai'l Hational Inatitute of Bducation has |

,

natituted a najor naflonal projact ained st claritylng some of the
nost sallant {sawes concetning Ninlaum Competency Teating (WCT) and

"~ 1ta potential effect, positive or negative, on atudents and the

quallty of eficetion ptograns; This project la designed to; *

L. encoutage the picuntut‘ioﬁ of dlverme vievpolnts w
ditfaring Interpretations of Miniiun Coapatency Testing
(W) poldcy and prograns In an orgeniaed and pubuc mnnry

3 conelder the peroeptions ol those who ate oc w1l be
atfectad by the exlating or energlng pollcy) and

]

l. prosots a uir nd tmomd Gebate ol the Lesues,

Your petception of the effectiveness of the curlﬂutlm .
Bearing, {a. neaded not only to ealuate this particalat
application but also any potential applications In the future,
Please raspond to the enclosed questions which ulll be collectsd

at the door as you leave tor the day,

Kkk
Which other day(s) heve ‘you attanded the beurlogs?
Qauvs  Oanrs

Which type of sgency & you anunnt?

f (

Oroma O SIAfE D e 0 NATIONAI. ORGMIZATION D OTHER

£}

Which one of the followlng thees clt.goihl bast uptmnu your

role oc the cole of Individule In your ocganization? /

about vhethat 4 alninu Inplementation of an
- coegatency testing (MCT) T progean {Exanplomt pmntl, npoclll

peogean ehould be school adalnieteatore, lutmlt geougs)
Inplemented  {Rxanplon teachers)
fchool board mesbers, , 0 ..M..

state legialators)

- 14y

‘0 mmllbl's to pollcln [} Responable o th [ Dlroctleu/llcbiud by
K proqm (zmplm .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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c e W wrerepmrs c@ 1w

Al ha oot L L1 B fas sl Lod L oo L o 2 ATUIE J AR At AN

3.

3.
4.

7.

" Pigectionss Place mm'hmmnn:mh item which best

fepresents your cesponse.

5

fow would you rsts your optufon of Minisua Competancy
Testing (MCT) before these hearinge?

How -nu yOu Tats your oplum‘\c! ICT aftsr the hearinge?

"

(™ lumuanumluhq.otlﬂhtmm
bearings?

b. Did you gain any new mlm(txﬂ the bearing?
Briefly list i

The hearinge provided a fair dabate of t.h issues.

The process of using tutuany and erou-u-tutten
enhanced the p ion of { , .

mmmmunudlqnhmtnanumtct
theiz positions?

8. pro tsam

Argusents ware presentsd elouly by:
2. pro u- \
b. coa team . }

T™he use of individuals’ subjective judgmants snnanced
Lhe presentation of issues.

A vaciety of viewpoints was presentsd during the bearinge?

Were the Bost impoctant MCT issues addressed in the'
heacings? . .

What others, if any, might have deen wore important? .

Would you be intsrested in ueing the three one-bout edited
tapes from the hearings?

l.ltnl t.& use of information from the bearings for:

a. forsulating policy sbout adopting an MCT progras
b. asaisting vith isplementing sn NCT progrea

c. iaforming the general public about KT

d. other, plesss specify
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Appendix ﬁ

lLetter Sent to State Departments

Concerniﬁg Site Visité
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) 300 S W, Sixth Avenue - Portiand, Oregon 97204 - Telsphone (503) 248-8800

September 25, 1981 ' @

Dr. Thomas Fisher =
Student Assessment

580 Knott Building

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Thomas:

The Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory is currently involved in
evaluating the videotapes and written materials produced from the NIE
CLARIFICATION Hearings on minimum competency testing. Part of that
evaluation involves meeting with groups of practitioners and policy
makers in various states and collecting their views on the usefulness of
the videotapes. After talking with your office on Thursday, I decided it

might help to send you some more information about the meeting we propose.

A possible agenda for the meeting is listed below. The agenda is
flexible, and it might be desirable to adjust the agenda. For example,’
if most of the participants view the PBS broadcasts, it might be
desirable to view all the tapes and then discuss/evaluate the materials.
However, I assume that it is likely that many will not have viewed the

tapes.
Morning
I. Review of Clarification Process ~9:00 - 9:20
II. . Introduction to Purpose of the Session 7 9:20 ~ 9:30
III. Viewing of the First Videotape ' 9:30 - 10:30
. Break \
Iv. Discussion of Appropriate Section of -
User's Guide 10:40 - 11:00
v. ‘Collection of Participant Reactions 11:00 ~ 11:45
Lunch . ' 11:45 = 1:00
!! . 1 -
131 S ¥} /_
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Dr. Thomas Pisher
September 25, 1981

Page 2
Afternoon ' .
vIi. Viewing of the Sécond_giyeotape : : 1:00 - 2:;)6i
ViI. Discussion of Approériate Section of

User's Guide 2:00 - 2:10
VIII. Collectipn of Participant Reactions 2:10 - 2:40

", ,
Break v

IX. Viewing of Third videotape 2:50 - 3:50°
X. Discussion of Appropriate Sectioﬁs of

User's Guide . ‘ 3:50 - '4:00

XI. Collection of Participant Reactions 4:00 - 4:30

It is alSo helpful to outline. the audiences which we think might provide
.input related to the information and format of the Clarification Process
videotapes and materials. We are flexible and want to work with you to
be sure that the group(s) will meet your needs and priorities as well as
ours. .

Participants Approximate Numbers

SEA Represantatives

Chief State School Officer or Representative , 1l

State Testing Director \ : 1
\ :
School Board Member : \\, 2

§ \\
LEA Representatives (large and small districts)

\
\

Superintendent ' ™ 3
Testing Coordinator . 3
Curriculum Specialist ‘\& ' 2
 \\
\

132' .15322



Dr. Thomas Fisher
September 25, 1981

Page 3
¢ .
™
participants . : Approximate Numbers
Teacher (representative of teachers'
organizations) 3
School Board Member/ . : 2

Legislative Représentaéﬁve

State Legislator or representative'such as
legislative analyst ) 2

Special Interest Groups' Rep:eséntatives

Specific grodps particularly important with state 3

x

Our plans are to collect data in states the lastlweek-of October and
first week of November. We will be happy to work out a date which will

be convenient to you.'f/‘\\ ' ‘ i
- .

I look forward to ;iiﬁing with you about our project. Thank you for your
time. .

-  Sincerely,

Randy Demalxne
Evaluation of MCT Clarifxcatxon Process

RD :psp -
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Appendix C

Questionnaire Distributed
to
PBS Stations
Concerning

"Who's Keeping Score' Series
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S Howmany'ol these {natitutions, to your knowledge recorded the
Program of tequested tapes of tha programe for lator we)

My ‘ Recorded Requanted Tapas : . ‘
 seool letelty PUBLIC VELEVISION STATIONS -

‘ , —— —_— EVM.UMION FORM FOR
CNMIEYI?MIN mlhgu R m_lols “EE"NG SCOHE?
Poue-yuar olleges/mlmeoltin___ —_ Minimum Competency Tesling Telavision Series
Others (pleass lpocl!y)‘ _— o

The Departaunt of Kducation's u}'tfwl Institute of Rducation has
dnstituted o major nationel prcjact almed ot clarltylng sone of the

Rost sallent lasues conceening Hiniaus Compatency Toating (NCT) and
- ;:.m' ::‘t'.lc’m“ § Hatlng of the a!xm Institutions and egencles, Ltu potential etfuct, posltive or negative, on atudents, curefculn . -
) . ' ' ’ . and the quality of education prograss, this projact fn designed tor
dudlences abeut mafor aducationsl issues? © dittering Interprotationa of Ninim Conpetency Teatlng ™~
" (1) pollcy and progrann In w organized and pblic mannery
1 conslder the parceptions of thoss who ate or will be
" affacted by the exinting of enar9ing polleys and
: 3, pronote o felt and reasoned debata of the llauiq.‘ A
‘ ' Tour perception of the stlectivaness of the talevision serles o
To- It a slatler baacdnga appeouch 10 uaed to addcoss other sducations] Hininum Compatency Testing.(HCT) In needed ot only to evaluate
{saues, what laptoveeents would you suggest for the p:pductlon of this application of television byt also any potential
serlea based on the peocendings? dpplications In the future, One form should be caepleted for
' your station, Plaase respond ta the enclosd qQuentions and
toturn in the sh1t-addcensed envelope by etober 23, 1901, -
0. Plonse provide wy other coments you wlah to make about WH0'g
RBEPING SCORE,
. ~ Please teturn tor Reta Richardaon o
, " by October 20, 1981 Southern Educations] Conaunlcation Assoclation
- Colaabla, South Carolina 29250 _
O heraon tespondlng, Ity Statlon/Netvork . - . THI Yoo, 156 'f | |
lE RIC | . o
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g€l

Q b, Length of seclen [4 prograns)t

JERIS

1, 0ld oc Wil your statlon ale any of tha four §0-nlnute peograes in
the serlen?

" Ho
\ \,n’
& Ity why not

b, 1t yeg, vhich one(n) and when Date(s) 'Hmi)
Progran | {Docuentasy)

Progtam 1 (Huilﬁq Day 1)
Progeam 3 (Hearing Day 1)

Program 4 [Hearing Day {)

¢, Was there ¢ local lollow-up dlscusaion produced and broadcast?
fa Ho .
If ye, atter which prograns)

o weo e

Progean 1 Docimentaty

Progtan 1 Keatlng Day 1
Prograa ) Hesting Day 1
Pro;;m { Hoardng Day 3

Other follow-upi

v

23, What are your opinlons of the !ollovlnq slenant (4) of the ainl-setiee?

0 Length of prograns {60 alnutea)t

¢, Mroductlon quality of Progean I (Tha Docusentary)t .

d  Production qual Lty of Prograns -4 (Heacing Daya Bighlights)s

3 fow doan the HCT minl-serles conpate to other shovt your station has
alred? -

boond it Top
Quacter  Quarter Quatter

pottom
Quartec

Documentary Whows

Production quallty [:] D
Infornation valus D D

i
i
Publie Interest/ D D D
0
i

nacketabllity

thrae haaring shovit

motwtion qutlty [ []
0o o
oty 00 0

Information valu

OO O OO

4 Appeoxlmately how aany of the folloving educational (natdbatlons ate

In your broadcast covetage area?
Numbet

hgency
Bchool Dlatricts

' Communlty/Junlor colleges | N |

———

Toit-year colleges/
wivataities

Othet (pleass specily)

,

i

158
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Appendix D
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!
'

Questionﬁair% Dist?ibuted
-
Site/Visits
for ﬁhé

Edited Videoﬁapes
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Evaluatinn Porm
for
Hinimum Cnmpetency Testing Clartification Hearing
Videotapes

|

The Department of Education's National Institute of Educatlon has

%

) inatituted a major national project aimed uk clarifying some of the:
; most aalient {saues concerning Minfmum Competency Testing (MCT) and
/ its potent!lal effect, pnaitlve or negative,| on atudents and the

/ quality of education programes. This project fe deatgned to:

f 1. encourage the presentation of diverse v ewpointa and differing
,; interpretations of Minimum Competency T§ntlnu (MCT) pnllcy and
\/ programs in an organized and puhlic manner;

i : 2. consider the perceptions of those who are or will he affected y
/ " the extating or emerging policy; and :
3. giate of the issues.

o

promote a falr and reaanned d

Your perceptlon nf the effectivencds of the Clar{ficatlon llearing

shows 1as needed not only to. evaluate chia particular applicatinn hut
alan any potentlial appllicatinng {a the future.

-»Tﬂénk you for ynur asslstance.

1.

2'

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Hnw would you rate ynur

opinton of Minloum Competency Sirangly fovor  Neulrsl Opooss &m‘.’
TestIng (MCT) hefnre viewlng 0 0 0 a 0

theae showings?

finw would you rate ynur

el ee hnncfore vy . s
viewing theae s ng 0 0 0 0

Dd you see the dncumentary "”
on MCT, “Whn's Keepling '

Scnre”, that was aired ves No
previnuas tn these shnwings? : 0 (]

160
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»
Questfons Concerning Show Dne .
‘ m N
Iv Nave you seen thls shov - 0 O
before?
7 A varlety of vievpolnta on
HCT were presented [n this Wt D L]
ghove 0 0 0 0

—

+ Thlg shov presented a falr ‘
dlacuaglon of HCT ssues. o o oo,

4, Arguments were presented
clearly by
-
0. the pro tean 0 0 0 0
b the con ten 0o 0 0 B0
N IWOIIMI'IHV
5, Did you gain any nev Jﬁh:ﬁo ﬁﬂ:&:; ué:ﬂik

knovledge sbout KT froathte 0 O . O
show!? o '

6, What, If any, vas the st {nportant nev knowle - ou galned from
this ahow and how will you use It?

7. Was there sny dnfornation presented that wae inconslstent With
what you know about HCT? N
.

n \

h
!

“©

8. .Was there any [nforwation that you feel was not useful In

clatlfylng the HCT Lasues?

9, What were the most pnraunulw)e polnts made by

4 thesgto temd.

i

by the con toan!

’ll]. Kho ue're the most effective witnesses For

a  the pro tean and why?

0

b, the con tean and why?

11, Any general comnent about this shou?

162
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! .ll

2,

iR

b

5

7!

Questions Concerning Show Two

Have you geen thip shov ‘ E B

before!

A varlety of viewpolnts on ‘ :

HCT were presented in thie A"om“ Ao Dinsgres 3.'::?'.:
shov. . D D ) D D
This show presented a fair 0 0 00 |

discusslon of HCT {asues,

Argunents were pregented
clearly by

d, the pro team -

b, the con tean

. o Jubniantigliy
Did you galn any new mm. m‘:.'. :lf.':u':'uo

knowledge about MCT from this 0 0 0
show!

What, 1f any, was the most lmportant new knowledge you gained from -
this show and- haw will you use It?

Wos there any Infomatlon preseated that.was inconefstent with
what you know about MCT? - ‘ '

Mg,

clarifying the HCT {asuest

9 What vere the most persusaive polnte wade by

o, the pro tesn!

b the con tesa?

“

10+ Who vere the Ipst effective wltne.uaeu\ for

8 the pro tean and why? |

* b the con team and.why!

| Y
11, Any general coment abaut this shos?

Al

Fvey

/s

Y <N

* B Vau there any information that you feel was not useful In



I+wT

L

Queations Concerning Show Three

‘Have you geen this show

. before?

A

IR

4.

5

A v:tietf of viewpoints on
HCT wete presented ln this
ghows

Thie show presented a falr
diacusslon of HCT {ssues.

Argunenits were presented
clearly by

8, the pro tedn
b, the con tean

Nid you gain any new

knowledge about MCT from this

ghow!

What, 1f any, vas the most important new knowledge you galned From
this show and how wi1l you uae 117 .

i ™
0 0
'Ai;m‘.v Awn Dlmm‘ lgi‘mm
0 0 0 0
0 00
O 0 0
0 0 0

fubaiantially
NoNew  Some New  Groate
Knowledge  Knowledge  Knowlsdge

0 0 0

0.

Wag there any {nfqmatfon presented that wag !nconslstent with

what you knnw ahout HCT?

L

¢

10, Wha vere the most effective 7itneanea for

clarifylag the HCT 18sues?

!

8 the pro tean?

b, the con tesn?

a.  the pro tean and why?

he  the con teﬁm and why?

.
/
;

\-

/

/

11 Any general” comnent’ about. this show!

i

i
!

h
|
i

/

| 9, What ware the most persuasive points gﬁde by

*mmmumemmmmmmmmm
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Final Questlons about the HCT/CP .

iy’ Vorg!
LMWMmme }m”mmwwmm
oplnon of HCT.after vieving 0 o0 0@
all three shovg!? \ _
Stongly oy
2, The Clariffcation Process’ Yoo Aiw o Dmgns Dusine
uee of {ndlviduals’ teatinony
and personal Judgments -t
.. enhanced the presentatfon of 00 0o 0O
» the HCT {agues, : ' ‘
N . \
3. The Clarlflcation Process’
uge of direct and
cross~exaninatlon enhanced 0 O 0 ]
the presentation of the ' ‘
losues. -
b, The Clarificatlon Process
provides an opportunlty far a
falr dlscusalon of the MCT. 0 0.0 0O
{8aues.
5. Comprehenajve cases In
~support of thefr position
vere presented by
8. - the pro tean ' [j 0 0 0
be  the con tean 0 0 0 0

6, Was there gny fwportant Informatlon that was amitted from the
slove by elther the pro or con teama?

7, ™ you feel that there are more fportant HCT lssues that were not -

'Elilc‘drusaed by tho? show? ,

Toxt Proviaed by G {

{ v : o

s, formulating a policy
about adopting an HCT
program

b asslsting vith the
Implementation of an HCT
progran

¢, Informing the general
publlc ahout MCT

do  revising or dropping an
HCT progran ‘

wrltten evaluation reports?

The ghova are better
E!ﬂﬂ a written
evaluation,

The shovg‘are ahont the
same 48 A written

. evaluation,

The shows are not as

gnnd a5 a written
evaluation.

B What NCT 1ssues are you most concerned about!

" Ubshyl

0

* 9, Do you think the {nformation in thesé shovs ﬁtll be
vseful to you In relation to these {ssuea? How?

10, Rate the use of the {nformation from these shows for:

Lily
" Un

0

11, How does the video presentatfon format compare to vell

168



Questions about the Clarification Process s {uestions Concerning the User's Gulde

+

] L

(1] No -

1, DBased on these shovs, what do you think are the strengths pf the b the laer's lulde useful ea & supplescat to thf thova? ‘Up 0

Clarification Process? . Conmentil . '

2y How would you rate the User's Gulde for

’; : ' ) 8 fomnlntingapolli:y iy e
w ahot adopting an HCT Uil Ul U
Y- program , -
' 0. 00
bo  aseisting with"th -
emtmon 0 0O

. {mplementation of an

2, Based on these shovs, vhat do you think are the veaknesses of the KT progran

Clarificatlon Process? ‘ .
v . , ¢ Infoming the general o0 o0 0
: ' publ{c about HCT .

; 3o What do ‘y"ou 1{ke ahout the User's Gufde?

by Are there any changes that you would suggest that

3, What other educational 1ssues do you think could be covered would vake it sore ugahle!

effectlvel'yf'uslng the Clarlflcat{on Procese!? A

16 - o I
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APPENDIX E

SITE VISIT DATA SUMMARIES
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APPENDIX E

- TABLE 14 \

Responses to Testinony and Cross-Exanination Enhancing Presentation of ssues

. | Number  © Standard
Strongly Disagree  Disagree  Agree Strongly Agree | Responding  Mean  Deviation
() ORI | -
N () NE O ON@® - N
HEARINGS |
16 8(1) NEH 8@ 2 .0 .8
st
los hogeles, 4 1 (6) I B 1) LI N R’
San Prancisco, CA 6 (43) 7 (50) 1 1)) B 2,6 6
® - |
" Plorids 66N 3 ®) TR X
* lnols - 9 (6) 508 TR VRN
Nontana LW 0y b 5wl
Texas S O ¢ G ) S B
Hisconst Coha) uey s@ | om0
1 \\\ \ \‘,‘ ‘r‘
Special Interest ‘ f Sy
Groups 1 (13) 4 (50) | 3 (38) 8 2.3 J
TOTAL SITES D Bae BE) %@ | 0
!
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APPENDIKE S
 TABLE 13 o
Responges to Personal Judgments Enhancing the Piesentgiion of Iaau;s

i

| - | Number o Standard
Strongly“D#sagree Disagree ~ Agree Strongly Agree | Responding Mean  Deviation
(1 . @ 0 @ | : |
FEARINGS | | - |
2() . 84 %) 12 () Y’ PN
sms |
MstthA‘ 1 () - 50 1069 1@ 17 26 S
& San Pranclaco, CA L) 9 () 3(\2111 lh 3.0 6
’ Florida 4 (40) | 5 (50) " 1(10) 10 N T
| I11inods N | 8 (57) b (43) 14 3.4 )
Hontana . 1 (&) - 19(16) 5 (20) 25 ‘ | 3.2 5
Texas - ‘ : § (19) 3N 1 3.3 W
Wgconstn f . 270 BEn 8 7k IR IR
‘Spectal Interest | . |
Groups | | 1 (14) b (66) ‘ ] 2,9 N
TOTAL SITES o ) | 52 () @) 1 ERE’ |
174 | | - L 15




APPENDIX E
. TABLE 1C

Responses to @' Statement that. Comprehensive Cases Were Present:(

Num:er - Standard
Stroogly Disagree  Disagree  Agree Strongly Agree | Res:nadifg  Mean  Deviation
(1) (2) (3) (4) |
¥ () NG MW w
HEARINGS »
Pro Tean 1 (2) 1CD a6y 193 56 3.2 ]
Con Tean 2 (4) 17 (307 29 (52) 8 (14) 56 2.8, J
-
SITES: Pro Team , |
Los Angeles, CA A ue) @) 19 NI
3 San Franclsco, CA 6 (29) 7 (50) 3 () i 9 1
Florida 1(10) & (60) 3 (30) 10 N, 8
Iinods L@ 86D 5 (%) U X X
Hontans 5Q) 16) 31 2% 2,9 6
Texas 8 {(73) 3 (2N 11 3.3 5
Wisconsin | | 15 (65) 8 (35) 2) 33 5
Special Interest
Groups 2(25) 61 8 2.8 3
TOTAL 16.(13)  77(63) 29 (24) 122 31 6

.1 ‘ .
" E lC B e
o | ‘ 197



TABLE 1C (Cont.)
- Responses to a Statement that (omprehensive Cases Were Presented

. | | Number Standard
Strongly Disagree Disagree  Agree  Stromgly Agree | Responding  Mean  Deviatisn
(1) (2) (3 . (4)
LA @ i@ N2 |
SITES : Con Team \,
~ Llos Angeles, CA ey 6 L(6) 18 2.4 X}
San Prancisco, CA 6(50) 5 (42) 1@ | 1 2.6 J
Flor1da 1 (1) 2(20) 6 (60) 1 (10) 10 2.7 8
Wlinols - ORI 14 3.1 5
> Vontans 18 B k() 0 9 . ]
\ |
Texas 1 {9) 7 (64) - 3 (20 11 3.2 6
Wisconsin 1 (5) 1(32) 11 (50) 3 (14) 2 21 K.
Speclal Interest . .
Groups 6 (75) 2 (25) 8 2. 5
T0TAL ) ) ALY 0G0 16 (1) 119 2.8 ]

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



APPENDIX
TABLE 2B

Responses to a Statement that the Clarification Procest Pr  ad
a Falr Discussion of the Issues

P | Number | Standard
Strongly Disagree  [isagree  Agree 'Stramgly Agree Responding  Mean  Deviation
(1) (") (3) (4)
N RN cS N )

HEARINGS |

2 (3) B(4)  B(ee) 11(19) 59 3.0 J
| /
SITES
Los Angeles, CA I (6) h(25) 10 (63) 1 (6) 16 A1 W
> San Franelsco, Ch b 160 1 TR N IR
Florida ! 10 100 110 U X B
1l1{nois L) B 5 () VR X 6
Hontana 32 17(68) 5 (20) 5 A 6
Texas () 58 TR 3
Wisconsin B b(B) 15(68) 3 (1) 21 30 6
Special Interest | |

Gtoups 2 (15 4G 2(29) 8 8
T07AL SITES Ly 208 M B 0w a0 6

| e T

18,

ERIC 1§y

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



| \ | APPENDIX E

TABLE 2C
. Arguments Presented Clearly by Pro and Con

|

o Number Standard
Strongly Disagree - Disagree  Agree Strongly Agree Responding Mean - Deviation
(1) (2) (3) (4) ‘
N R N N
HEARINGS
Pro [ (2) 1(12) 8 (48)  22(30) 58 312 J
Con 1 () 1B(32) 003 g 51 08
ST
v .
" Showl Pro L () 1@ ne) u ) 15 3 ;
Con b () 21 (16) 82 (62) 26 (20) 13 3.0 J
Show 2 Pro 1 (1) 1t (8) 88 (66)  33(29) 133 32 6
Con L (1) 5 (1) (8 W@ KK K 1
Show 3 Pro 1 () 5 (4) r2(63)  35(30) 1 32 6
Cor 1 (1) gD ) ) s 3 6
o , F
18 . | }BJ

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC



Auddences' Initial Knowledge and Gain in Knowledge

APPENDIX B
TABLE 3A

HEARINGS
Little or o Some New Very Nunber Standard
Knowledge Knowledge  Knowledgeable Knovledgeable | Responding  Mean  Deviation
() (o g W |
e O W )
Before the Hearing 2 (3) 15 (24) 28 (43) 17 (27) 67 3.0 4
No New Some New  Substantially
Cain in Knowledge  Knowledge Knowledge  Greater Knowledge
(1) (2) ()
6 (10) 40 (67) 14 (23) 60 2.1 6
. SITES Little or Yo Some New Very
u Knowledge Knowledge  Knowledgeable  Knowledgeable
Before the Shows (1) (2 (3) @)
| N0 S NN R n{

" los Angeles, CA I (5) 2 (10) 1 (35) 10 (50) 20 3.3 9
San Prancisco, CA 3 (20) B (53) § () 15 W
Flor{ds 1 (9) b (55) b (%) VRN X T
I11inois 5 (31) § (50) 3 (19) 16 2.9 J
Montana, (') I an | 13 (48) . 3 (11) 21 21 I
Texas 2 (14) 7 (50) 5 (36) 14 3. g
Wisconsin 5 (19) 11 (42) 10 (39) 26 3.2 J

_ Special Interest
Groups 2 (29) b (57) 1 (14) 1 2.9 J
ERICk RO R e (1) % a0 8180

1R

40 (29)




TABLE 3A (Cont.)
hudiences' Initial Knowledge and Gain in Knoﬁledge

st - /
Gain in know16dge No New Some New  Subatantially Number Standard
Knowledg Knowledge  Greater Knowledge ‘Respondingdy Mean  Deviation
L) L) LCI |
Show 1 43 (32) 83 (62) 8 (6) 134 11 6
Show 2 54 (42) 68 (52) 8 (6) 130 L6 & .6
Show 3 570500 57 (50) L (1) 115 L5 5
.
1
)
187 - I,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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RPPENDIX E
TABLE 4A
Opiniona of MCT Before and After the Clarification Process

‘Strongly : | Strongly | Number Standard
Oppose Oppose  Neutral Favor  Favor ' Responding Mean Deviatfou
(1) (2) (3) (4) (3)
i () e K S Rt R 4]
— TEARINGS ‘
Before 34 (N 13(21) 18 290 203 1Q0) 62 3.2 11
|
After FEt) 15 (2) ? m 3 (68)51 8 (13) 61 3.3 1.2
i | ( |
sites \‘ |
Loa kngeles, CA | - ,
- Before 2 (10) 5*}&5) 7(35) 6(30) 20 3.9 10
w After | 1 (6) 1) 4 709 58 18 3.7 1]
San Francisco, CA | T o
Before J(20) & %27) 53 30 15 3.5 1.1
Alter (13 3(20) 8(53) 2(19) 15 3.1 9
\
Plorida L |
Before 2(18) ~ 5(6) 4 (%) Il 4,1 A
After 2(2) b(46) 3 (%) 9 b1 8
| \
| linots : | o
Before 1 (6) 3(19) 6 (36) 531 1 (6) 16 3.1 1.0
After 2(6) 2 () 4(29? Iy 3 14 (VAR )
| |
~ . Hontana | : '
Before 5 (19) 9(3%) 5019  5(19) 2 (8) 26 2.6 1.2
After L) 66 3N 104 31 23 3.3 1,2

185 I 1



, TABLE 4A (Cont.) ) . : _ o .
Opinions of MCT Before and After the Clarification Process \ »

Strongly T *~" Strongly | WNumber . Standard
Oppose Oppose  Neutral ‘Favor  Favor Responding  Mean ' Deviation -
1 - (2) ) (&) (5) : :
N N® O N@®- N@ N@ ' ;
e ) o3 @e) 1M 160 3@y | 4 3.7 L1
er- ' 1 (9) 1 (9) . : 6 (55) 3 (27) 11 3.8 1.3
gin! ' , ) : ’ L
re| | 6 (23) \J3 (50) 7 (27) 26 4.0 7
14 o 1 (5 3-.(14) 1 Q 5 (23) 22 4,0 ;.8. .
1' Interest - ‘ ? o _ \‘\ | - , ‘ N
DS - . ) . ~ ‘
ore , 1 (14) 3 (43) 1 (14) 2_(29) 7 2,6 1.1 -
er 1(13) - 2(25 4 (50) 1 (13) 8 . 2.8_ 1.2/
ITES - R . .
ore ) 7 (5 ‘ 23 (17) 30 (22) 49 (36) 26 (19) 135 3.5 1.1
ef .6 (5) - 15 (13) 23 (19) 51 (43) 25 (21) 120 3.6 L
. ' "‘ - v v o ’ . " ' b
: . ;
A

19v




Use of MCT Clarification Procesg Information for Different Purposes .

APPENDIX E
* TABLE 4D

Number © Standard
Not Tigeful Useful - Highly Uzeful Responding Mean - peyiat_ion
- (1) (2) (3)
R R W0y e
Nes
lating Polley = 7 (1) 30 (51) 21 (36) 50 23 a7
ting L. . )
lementation 20 (35 26 G6) 10 (18) 57 1.9 8
ming Public 1D B Ge) . 25 (D 61 23 R
._‘ ]
lating Policy | :
Angeles, CA & (2) 7 (41) 6 (35)" o 2.1 8
Franctsco, A 4 (21)] - 6 (60) 2 (13) 15 e .6
1da b (46 6 (60) | 0 L6 5
nots B X0 6 (43) o 24 i )
ana 1@ - 18 (72 6 (24) 25 2,2 5 ‘
. T (64) 4 (36) o 24 5
: | | » |
onén 1 (5) 13 (59) 8 (36) 2 2.3 6
1al Interest ' e '
oups 1 (13) 7 (88) UL 8
L SITES 15 (12) 75 (62) 32 (26) 12

rJ

b




L}
- . Rt

,-"/
_ 'TABLE 4D (Cont.) B
Use of MCT Clarification Process Information for Different Purposes

— - ‘ : Number - ' © Standard !

Not Useful liseful = Highly Useful Responding Mean  Deviation

(1) (2) - (3) .
Q) LR N

;_ting Inplementation _ ' \ ‘ S .
Angeles, A - . 5(3) 10 (63) 1 (6) W 18 6
Francisco, CA | ll. (735 | 4 (21 - | 15 13 R —
rida s (60) b B LU L4 .5
Inois o3 9 () 24 | u 1.9 .6
ana ey ey sy | 1.9 .1 :
18 2 (18) 1 o) 2 (18) o 20 .6
:ons;ﬁ | 8 (38)'". o 6N UC) R ] S 1.7 )
1al intereét - . - _ | E ‘ | _.
roups 5(63) - 3 (38) = ‘ -8 1.4 . B
, STTES o Gy 1 w1 N
ming Public _ | ) C
mge1és, A . 50D . 9 (56) 2 (13) . (I O .
?ranciago, A 5 (39) 3 (23) -5 (36) ' B L "‘-2.0 : .9
s 2 (20) 5 (50) 330 10 21 7
nols’ o S 9 (64) s (36)  ‘14 - 2 S

e

194




TABLE 4D (Cont.)

Use of MCT Clarification Process Information for Different‘kurpoueu L

Number . Standard

Not Useful Useful . ‘Highly Useful .| Responding Mean :  Deviation ,
0 @ o - | ~ %
ntana S 15 (63) 9 (38) w2 5
%80 2(18) - 5 (46) . 4 (36) 1 2.2 8. !
laconsin | 1 () 1359 8 (36) | 2 2.3 .6
pecial Interest V' | A ‘ . | ‘ | |
Croups » ‘ 6 (75) 2 (25) y -8 2.3 5 .
TAL SITES 5.(1) 165 (55 38 (32) 18 ‘2.2 6
viaing or Dropping
8 Angeles, CA 4 (22) 1y 30D 1B 1 '
12 Francisco, CA 76D 60 2 (19) Rt 17 1
lor1da 6 (60) & (40) e
l1inots 0oy L) 23 5
ontans - | 22 (92) z‘ (8) 2% ol 3
exas : 3 (30 6 (60) Loy 0 1.8 SN
{sconsin 10 (48) 10 (48) 1) 2 1.6 .8
pecial Ir;tere\!!f ' "L \ . ’ -
Groups 1 (13) 7 (88) : 8 -1
TAL SITES o 31 (26) 76 (63) o (lAl) |, 10 1.9

—




APPENDIX E

TABLE 5
Usefulness of User's Guide for Different Purposes N
Number Standard
'Little Uge Useful Highly Useful Responding  Mean Deviation
(1) (2) (3) | :
NG, N (D) N (%)
ulat;ng Pdlicy \
lorida 5 (83) 1(17) 6
111nois 8 (73) 3(27) 11
fontana 11 (79) S 3(21) 14
exan 1 (10) 4 (40) 5 (50) 10
18consin 4 (25) 10 (63) 2 (13) .16
. 5 (9) 38 (67) 14 (24) 57 2,1 .6
ting
emfntation |
lorida R V) 4 (67) 1 (17) 6
14n0s | 8-(73) 3 (27) 1
ntana ‘ 12 (86) %/(14) ﬂﬁ
xa8 2 (20) 5(50) - 3 (30) 10
sconsin 2 (14) 11 (79) 1 ()] 14,
5 (9 40 (73) lO (18) SE 2,1 o5
ing Public _
orida 1 (17) 3 (50) 2 (33) 6 g
linois 4 (33) 4 (33) 4 (33) 12
ntana 2 (13) 9 (60) 4 (27) 15 |
xas 3 (30) 5 (50) 2 (20) | 10
sconsin 6 (40) 6 (40) 3 (20) 15 .
’ 16 (27) 29 (48) 15 (25) 60 2.0 1.
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